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SENATE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 1958

(Legislative day of Tuesday, June 24,
1958)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

Rev. La Gard May, minister, Church of
Christ, Houston, Tex., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Our holy Heavenly Father, we are
grateful for the refreshing opportunity
of approaching Thy divine throne of
grace preceding this day’s deliberations
by this assembly. Help us to learn that
success is measured in terms of service
and that sacrifices are steppingstones of
service.

Lead us into an ever-inereasing under-
standing and appreciation of the beauty
of truth; and may the leaders of our be-
loved Nation guide us safely, peaceably,
and honorably through the shades of the
valley of difficulty and the sunshine of
accomplishment. Consecrate within us
the desire to utilize the many material
blessings from Thee to develop moral and
spiritual values.

May Thy love and Thy spirit so per-
meate our lives that we may be prepared
by wisdom and inclined by disposition to
accomplish Thy purpose in us. Grant to
the Nation—its leaders and people—Thy
providential care and ultimate salvation.
In Jesus’ name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MansFIeLD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday,
June 24, 1958, was dispensed with.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore an-
nounced that on today, June 25, 1958,
he signed the following enrolled bills
and joint resolution, which had pre-
viously been signed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives:

H.R.6308. An act to amend the act en-
titled “An act authorizing and directing the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia
to construct two four-lane bridges to replace
the existing 14th Street or Highway Bridge
across the Potomac River, and for other pur-

»

H. R. 6322. An act to provide that the dates
for submission of plan for future control of
the property of the Menominee Tribe shall
be delayed; and

H. J.Res. 382. Joint resolution granting
the consent and approval of Congress to an
amendment of the agreement between the
States of Vermont and New York relating to
the creation of the Lake Champlain Bridge
Commission.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the senior Sen-
CIV——164
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ator from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART] be
granted leave of absence from attend-
ance on the sessions of the Senate dur-
ing the remainder of this week, in order
that he may attend the Indiana State
convention of his party.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
out objection, it is so ordered.

With-

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. MansrIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Special Subcom-
mittee on S. 3888 of the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service was au-
thorized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SESSION OF THE SENATE TOMOR-~
ROW

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that during the
meeting of the Senate tomorrow morn-
ing the Subcommittee on Railroad Re-
tirement of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare be authorized to meet.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, the Committee
on Armed BServices was authorized fo
meet during the session of the Senate
tomorrow.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be the
usual morning hour for the introduction
of bills and the transaction of other
routine business, and that statements in
connection therewith be limited to 3
minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of executive business, to con-
sider the nominations on the Executive
Calendar.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate messages from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
sundry nominations, which were referred
to the appropriate committees.
(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES
The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:
By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce:
Theodore S. Pattison, Jr., to be a lieuten=-

ant commander in the United States
Guard; and
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William H. Blaylock, Jr., and sundry other
persons, to be chief warrant officers, W-2,
in the United States Coast Guard.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further reports of commit-
tees, the nominations on the calendar
will be stated.

MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION
The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Maj. Gen. Gerald E. Galloway, United
States Army, to be a member of the Mis-
sissippi River Commission.
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION

The Chief Clerk read the nomination
of Col. John H, Harnett, Corps of
Engineers, to be a member of the Cali-
fornia Debris Commission.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With=
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con=
firmation of these nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be noti-
fied forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION
Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.
The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate the following letters,
which were referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN SERVICE ACT oF 19486,
AS AMENDED

A letter from the Secretary of State, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Forelgn Service Act of 1046, as
amended (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Forelgn Relations.

REPORT PRIOR TO RESTORATION OF BALANCES,
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report for
partial restoration of the balances with-
drawn from the apnropriation “Salaries and
expenses, general administration,” in that
Department, as of May 31, 1958 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

REVISION OF ALASKA GAME LAW
A letter from the Under Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to revise the Alaska game law and
to provide for the protection of marine

mammals on and off the coast of Alaska

(with an accompanying paper); to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as
indicated:

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore:

A letter in the nature of a petition from

Clarence Van Vredenburgh, of 8t. Augustine,
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Fla., relating to assistance to scientists by
qualified members of the public; to the Com-~
mittee on Appropriations.

A petition signed by Mrs. Anne Fickes, and
pundry other citizens of the State of Cali-
fornia, relating to the keeping of the tariff-
making power in the Congress; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

A resolution adopted at a mass meeting of
American citizens of Lithuanian descent of
the city of Racine, Wis,, relating to the in-
dependence of Lithuania and other enslaved
nations; to the Committee on Foreign
Relatlons.

The memorial of Ivan Y. Nickerson, and
sundry other members of the American In-
stitute of Decorators, remonstrating against
any change in the east front of the Capitol
Building in the city of Washington; to the
Committee on Public Works.

A resolution adopted by the Department
of Alaska, the American Legion, at SBeward,
Alaska, favoring the enactment of legisla-
tion granting statehood to Alaska; ordered
to lie on the table.

A letter In the nature of a petition from
the United States National Student Associa-
‘tion, Philadelphia, Pa., signed by Ray
Farabee, president, favoring the enactment
of legislation granting statehood to the
Territories of Hawail and Alaska; ordered
to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Forelgn Relations, without amendment:

8. 3608. A bill to revive and reenact the
act authorizing the State Highway Commis-
slon of the Btate of Maine to construct,
maintain, and operate a free highway bridge
~between Lubec, Maine, and Campobello
Island, New Brunswick, Canada (Rept. No.
1761); and

8. Res. 203, Resolution requesting that the
Secretary of State bring to the attention of
the appropriate officials of the Government
of Canada the deep interest of the Senate
in the completion of the loop road linking
the Glacler National Park in the United
States and the Waterton Lakes National
Park in Canada (Rept. No. 1750).

By Mr. GREEN, from the Committee on
Forelgn Relations, with amendments:

8. 3437. A bill authorizing the Department
of Highways of the State of Minnesota to
construct, maintain, and operate a free high-
way bridge between International Falls,
Minn., and Fort Frances, Ontarlo, Canada
(Rept. No. 1752).

By Mr. HUMPHREY, from the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, with amend-
ments:

S.J.Res. 181. Joint resolution extending
for 60 days the special milk program (Rept.
No. 1753).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works, without amendment:

8.2117. A bill directing the Becretary of the
Army to transfer certain buildings to the
Crow Creek Sioux Indian Tribe (Rept. No.
1756) ;

S.3177. A bill authorizing the modification
of the Crisfield Harbor, Md., project in the
interest of navigation (Rept. No. 1754);

8.3076. A bill to provide for the construc-
tion of a fireproof annex bullding for use of
the Government Printing Office, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 17565);

H. R. 11861. An act authorizing the city of
Chester, Ill., to construct new approaches to
and to reconstruct, repair, or improve the
existing approaches to a toll bridge across
the Mississippi River at or near Chester, Ill.
(Rept. No. 1758); and

H.R.11936. An act to extend the time for
the collection of tolls to amortize the cost,
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including reasonable interest and financing
cost, of the construction of a bridge across
the Missourl River at Brownville, Nebr. (Rept.
No. 1757).

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, with-
out amendment:

5.38019. A bill to amend section 1105 (b)
of title XI (Pederal Ship Mortgage Insur-
ance) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1836, as
amended, to implement the pledge of faith
clause (Rept. No. 1759).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:

By Mr. HENNINGS:

5. 4049. A bill for the relief of Fred Foster
and George Morris, doing business as Inde-
pendent Cab Co.; and for the relief of Pu-
laski Cab Co. Inc.; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5.4060. A bill for the relief of Robert Y.

Fluno; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr,
PasToRE, Mr. RusseLL, Mr. Gorg, Mr.
JACKSoN, Mr, HICKENLOOPER, Mr.
EnowrLaND, and Mr. BRICKER) :

S.4051. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the Atomic Energy Commission in ac-
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for other
purposes; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

By Mr. IVES:

5. 4052. A bill to amend section 303 of the
International Claims Settlement Act of 1949,
as amended; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations,

By Mr. NEUBERGER:

5.4053. A bill to extend the boundaries of
the Siskiyou Natlonal Forest in the State of
Oregon, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. KEFAUVER:

S.4054. A bill to provide for the advance-
ment of Capt. Edward J. Steichen, United
States Naval Reserve (retired), to the grade
of rear admiral on the Naval Reserve retired
list; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. SPARKMAN (for himself and
Mr, HrLp) :

8.4055. A blll to establish a program of
survival depots in order to provide subsist-
ence for the large numbers of the civilian
population of the United States who would
be evacuated from the devastated areas in
the event of attack on the United States;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

(See the remarks of Mr, SPARKEMAN when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)

By. Mr, GOLDWATER:

S.J. Res. 182, Joint resolution to authorize
the making of surveys of the human and
natural resources of the Papago Indian Res-
ervation; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. IVES (for himself and Mr.
JAVITS) :

8. J. Res. 183, Joint resolution to provide
for the honorary designation of St. Ann's
Churchyard in the city of New York as a
national historic site; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

PROGRAM OF SURVIVAL DEPOTS

Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr. President, in
recent years much attention has been
given by the Federal Civil Defense Ad-
ministration, State and local govern-
ments, and others to the problem of
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evacuation of large numbers of civilian
population from the devastated areas
which weuld result from an attack upon
this country. It is well that we have
recognized this problem. I fear, how-
ever, that we have not given enough
thought to the matter of survival of our
people once they have been evacuated
from our larger population centers or
“target areas.” It is this matter of sur-
vival after evacuation about which I
want to talk to you today.

On behalf of my colleague, the senior
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLrl and
myself, I introduce a bill which would
establish a program of survival depots
to be strategically located in communi-
ties surrounding our *“target areas.”
The purpose of these survival depots
would be to provide emergency food,
clothing, shelter, medical supplies, and
sanitation facilities for the people evac~
uated from the “target areas.”

To establish and operate effectively a
program of survival depots, the bill that
I am introducing would set up an Emer-
gency Survival Board composed of the
Director, Office of Defense and Civilian
Mobilization, the Secretary of Defense
and the Secretary of Agriculture. The
Director, Office of Defense and Civilian
Mobilization, would serve as Chairman
of the Board. The bill provides that this
Emergency Board shall immediately un-
dertake to—

First. Determine the cities within the
United States which would be the most
likely target areas in the event of enemy
attack;

Second. Determine with respect to
each selected “target area” the danger
zone from which all or a major portion
of the population will have to be evacu-
ated and estimate the probable number
of evacuees from each such area;

Third. Determine the areas to which
evacuees will most likely be taken and
estimate the number for each such area.

Within each evacuation area the
Board shall establish a survival depot
which shall consist of suitable ware-
houses, and such other facilities as the
Board deems necessary for the survival
of the evacuees to be served. Each sur-
vival depot shall be stocked with such
food, clothing, medical supplies and
shelter items as the Board determines
will most adequately provide for the re-
quirements of the evacuees. Whenever
possible the Board shall acquire food
and fiber items from stocks accumulated
by the Commodity Credit Corporation
or the Secretary of Agriculture in carry-
ing out price support or other agricul-
tural programs authorized by law. Items
which cannot be acquired from Com-
modity Credit Corporation stocks shall
be purchased from such sources as the
Board deems appropriate.

Items stocked at each survival depot
shall be packaged and stored in a man-
ner which will protect such items from
the radioactive fallout that would be
expected in the evacuation area. Items
to be stocked shall include tents, cots,
clothing and medical supplies from sur-
plus cotton; flour, breads and cereals
from surplus wheat; butter and pow-
dered milk from surplus milk; peanut
butter from surplus peanuts; canned
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meats, fruit juices, fruits, vegetables, and
other foods which have been canned,
processed or otherwise prepared in
suitable form for storage; and a supply
of packaged rations of a type prepared
for use by the Armed Forces of the
United States sufficient for the initial
emergency period. Arrangements shall
be made to provide each survival depot
with necessary sanitation facilities and
an emergency water supply fit for hu-
man consumption and adequate for
other needs.

In the acquisition of items to be
stocked in these survival depots the
Board is authorized and directed to make
the fullest possible use of equipment and
facilities within the evacuation area.

The stocks in storage at each survival
depot shall be replenished from time to
time as the Board deems advisable. In
order that no stocks shall be unneces-
sarily destroyed or wasted by reason of
storage in a survival depot for undue
length of time, the Board is authorized
to sell or transfer any portion of such
stocks to other departments, agencies
and instrumentalities of the Federal
Government, or other agencies or
organizations, for disposition wunder
other programs and policies established
by law. In this phase of the program
there appears to be vast opportunities
to utilize food items in connection with
some of our foreign aid programs, re-
placing dollars which are now going
abroad with food items which would
otherwise be burdensome surpluses on
our agricultural markets.

The benefits to be derived from this
program are almost too numerous to
enumerate. A few of the major benefits
are:

First. A program of survival depots
effectively initiated and maintained in
this country would serve as a strong
deterrent force against the threat of full
scale nuclear attack because it is gen-
erally conceded that the nation which
survives the initial attack will win in
any future conflict between major world
powers. The fact that we make ade-
quate preparations for the survival of
our people will lessen the danger of
attack.

Second. The availability of adequate
facilities and supplies of food, shelter
and clothing necessary for survival
would make those living in target areas
feel more secure. This feeling of secu-
rity could not be purchased by the indi-
vidual citizen at any price.

Third. The processing of surplus
agricultural commodities into items of
food, clothing, shelter, and medical sup-
plies would provide employment for
many people and would serve to boost
many segments of the economy.

Fourth. Vast quantities of surplus agri-
cultural commodities would be utilized
to provide the stocks needed in the
survival depots; thus the current sur-
pluses would be somewhat reduced, mar-
kets would be strengthened, and agricul-
tural income would be increased. Since
some items would be stored for a time,
then disposed of through foreign aid and
other programs, this would become a
continuing outlet for those agricultural
commodities used for food, shelter, and
clothing.
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Fifth. The overall cost of managing
our agricultural surpluses would be re-
duced since these commodities, in proc-
essed form, would require less storage
space and a portion thereof would re-
place dollars now going into foreigr aid.

Sixth. The items essential for survival
in time of emergency, strategically
located in survival depots throughout the
country, would also be invaluable in time
of local disaster caused by storm, flood,
or earthquake.

The time for serious consideration of
this matter so vital to the survival of our
Nation in the event of enemy attack is
now. The time for action is the present.
Visualize, if you will, yourself as an
evacuee from the Washington, D. C., area
in midwinter. Surplus wheat in elevators
in the Midwest would not furnish food to
sustain your body, surplus cotton in a
warehouse in New Orleans would not
protect you from freezing temperatures.
In short, the vast resources of this Na-
tion would mean very little to you be-
cause the necessary items of food, cloth-
ing, shelter and medical supplies would
not have been available in sufficient
quantities to permit the survival of your-
self and the thousands of others evacu-
ated from the area. I urge that this bill
be enacted at the earliest possible date.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the Recorp and appro-
priately referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorp.

The bill (S. 4055) to establish a pro-
gram of survival depots in order to pro-
vide subsistence for the large numbers of
the civilian population of the United
States who woulc be evacuated from the
devastated areas in the event of attack
on the United States, introduced by Mr.
SeargMan (for himself and Mr. Hmvp),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, and ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp, as follows:

Be it enacted, etfc., That, by reason of
the development of atomic and thermonu-
clear weapons, and the other tremendously
destructive techniques being devised at the
present time, Congress, in the furtherance
of the national defense, and in order to pre-
serve the lives of large numbers of the clvil-
ian population by providing for their neces-
eary subslstence, the necessity
for the establishment of a program to pro-
vide (1) for the housing, clothing and feed-
ing of evacuees who, in the event of an
enemy attack, would be required to leave
the heavily populated areas of the United
States and disperse into areas which would
not be equipped to take care of the needs
of such large groups of individuals, and
(2) for the feeding and care of all other
persons within such areas, by providing for
the location within such areas of survival
depots.

Sec. 2. There 18 hereby established an
Emergency Survival Board (herelnafter re-
ferred to as the “Board”) to be composed
of the Director, Office of Defense and Civil-
ian Mobilization, the Secretary of Defense,
and the Secretary of Agriculture. The Di-
rector, Office of Defense and Clvillan Mobili-
zation, shall be the Chairman of such Board.

Sec. 8. (a) The Board shall—

(1) determine which cities within the
United States would be the most likely to be
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strateglc targets In the event of enemy at-
tack;

(2) determine with respect to each such
city the danger zone from which all persons
will be required to be evacuated;

(3) estimate the probable numbers of such
evacuees; and

(4) determine the areas to which such
evacuees would most likely be taken.

(b) In each evacuation area determined
under subsection (a) (4) of this section the
Board shall establish a survival depot, which
shall conslst of suitable warehouses, and such
other facilities as the Board deems necessary
to carry out the provisions of this act.

(c) Bach survival depot shall be stocked
with such food, clothing, and shelter items
as the Board determines will most adequate-
1y provide for the requirements of the evac-
uees. Whenever possible, the Board shall
acquire food and fiber from the stocks of
food and fiber acquired by the Commodity
Credit Corporation or by the Secretary of
Agriculture in carrying out a support pro-
gram or any other agricultural program au-
thorized by law. Food and fiber which are
suitable for acquisition from such stocks
ghall be transferred to the Board upon pay-
ment by it to the Commodity Credit Corpora=
tion or the Secretary of Agriculture, as the
case may be, of the cost to such Secretary of
acquiring such food and fiber. If food and
fiber are not available from such stocks the
Board shall purchase such food and fiber
from those domestic sources which it deems
appropriate.

(d) The items stored in a survival depot
shall be packaged and stored in a condition
which will protect such items from the ex-

pected amount of radioactive fallout that

would be expected in the varlous evacuation
areas. Each such depot shall contain tents,
cots, clothing and medical supplies made
from surplus cotton, flour milled from sur-
plus wheat, butter made from surplus milk,
powdered milk made from sulplus milk, pea=-
nut butter made from surplus peanuts,
canned beef, canned pork, and other canned
meats, fruit julces, fruits, vegetables, and
other foods which have been canned, proc-
essed, or otherwise prepared in a sultable
form for storage, and a supply of rations of
a type prepared for use by the Armed Forces
of the United States sufficient for the initial
emergency period.

Sec. 4. The Board shall provide, by con=
tract or other arrangements with individ-
uals and organizations for the baking, cook-
ing, canning, or other processing necessary
to convert food and fiber acquired by the
Board into forms suitable for human con=-
sumption and use. Wherever possible the
fullest utilization of eguipment and facili-
ties within the evacuation area shall be util-
ized for the processing of foods and the
manufacture of fiber products.

Sec. 5. The Board is authorized and di-
rected to make such arrangements as may be
necessary to provide each evacuation area
with emergency eanitation facilities and with
an emergency water supply capable of pro-
viding water for human consumption and
for other necessary purposes.

Sec. 6. In carrying out this act the Board
shall cooperate with the American Red
Cross, State and local governments, and with
all other persons who would be of assistance
in establishing the program auathorized by
this act.

8ec. 7. (a) The stock authorized to be es-
tablished in such survival depots, shall be
replenished from time to time as the Board
deems advisable.

(b) In order that no stocks shall be un=-
necessarily destroyed or wasted by reason
of storage in a survival depot for undue
perlods of time, the Board is authorized to
sell or transfer to other departments, agen=-
cles, and Instrumentalitles of the Federal
Government, or other agencies or organiza-
tions, at such times and under such terms




12148

and conditlons as it deems necessary, for dis-
position under other programs and policles
established by law, such items stored in a
survival depot, as the Board deems necessary
to prevent such destruction or waste.

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such amounts as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this act.

AMENDMENT OF PACKERS AND
STOCKYARDS ACT, RELATING TO
PRACTICES IN MARKETING OF
LIVESTOCKE—AMENDMENT

Mr. MUNDT (for himself, Mr. MARTIN
of Iowa, Mr. MAaNsSFiELD, Mr. EASTLAND,
and Mr. CAPEHART) submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by them,
jointly, to the bill (S. 3538) to amend
the provisions of the Packers and Stock=-
yards Act, 1921, as amended (7 U. S. C.
181), relating to practices in the market-
ing of livestock, which was referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry, and ordered to be printed.

INCENTIVE PAYMENTS FOR PRO-
DUCTION OF CERTAIN MINER-~
ALS—AMENDMENT

Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr.
MuRrraY) submifted amendments, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (S. 3816) providing for pay-
ments as incentives for the production
of certain minerals, and for other pur-
poses, which were referred to the Com=-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
and ordered to be printed.

MISBRANDING AND FALSE ADVER-
TISING OF FIBER CONTENT OF
TEXTILE FIBER PRODUCTS—
AMENDMENT

Mr. BEALL submitted an amendment,
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 469) to protect producers and
consumers against misbranding and false
advertising of the fiber content of tex-
tile fiber products, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS
ACT OF 1953—AMENDMENTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
leave to have printed, under the rule,
amendments to the bill (H. R. 7963) to
amend the Small Business Act of 1953.
My amendments deal with research and
development plans for small business,
and the amendments are sponsored by
the distinguished occupant of the Chair
at the present time, the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Crark]l, as well as
those who sponsored the original bill with
me, Senators BeaLr, CoOPER, HUMPHREY,
LonG, SPARKMAN, THYE, and HOBLITZELL.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
amendments will be received, printed,
and lie on the table.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. THURMOND submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
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to the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for
the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union, which were ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO MANAGE
ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVEL-
OPMENT CORPORATION—ADDI-
TIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, I
observe that the junior Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral is in the
Chamber. I ask unanimous consent that
my name may be added as a cosponsor
of the bill (S. 4044) to establish a board
of directors to manage the St. Lawrence
Seaway Development Corporation, and
for other purposes, introduced by him
on yesterday.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore,
Without objection, it is so ordered.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, AND SO FORTH, PRINTED
IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, and
so forth, were ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

By Mr. CHAVEZ:

Address delivered by him before the
American GI Forum, at Toledo, Ohio, on
June 21, 19568.

By Mr. BUTLER:

Commencement address dellvered by him
at the University of Baltimore on June 12,
1968.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION BEFORE COMMITTEE ON THE
JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I desire to give notice that a public
hearing has been scheduled for Wednes-
day, July 2, 1958, at 10:30 a. m., in room
424 Senate Office Building, upon the fol-
lowing:

Arthur J. Stanley, Jr., of Kansas, to
be United States District Judge of the
District of Kansas, vice Arthur J. Mellott,
deceased.

At the indicated time and place per-
sons interested in the above nomination
may make such representations as may
be pertinent. The subcommittee con-
sists of the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O'Manoney], the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. JounsToN], the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DirkseN], the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr, Hruskal, and my-
self, as chairman.

OPPOSITION OF WEST VIRGINIA TO
EXTENSION OF THE RECIPROCAL
TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT

Mr. HOBLITZELL. Mr. President,
now that the bill to extend the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act has passed the
House in a most benevolent form so far as
other nations are concerned, we who rep-
resent States with economies impaired by
excessive imports must salvage what we
can before sending the measure on to
completion of its legislative cycle. I was
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pleased that the entire West Virginia
House delegation associated itself in bi-
partisan battle in behalf of provisions
that would have enabled our working
people to get back the jobs that have
been eliminated from the American
economy by commodities produced in
lands where wages are ridiculously low
and standards of living are far below
those normally enjoyed in this country.

Coal, glass, textiles, and pottery are
among West Virginia industries sustain-
ing grave economic damage under cur-
rent foreign-trade policies. Needless to
say, the railroads of our State feel a con-
sequent impact, for each of the millions
of tons of coal displaced in east coast
fuel markets by foreign residual oil would
have moved by rail at least a substantial
part of the journey. Thus the mining
communities and the railroad centers in
both northern and southern West Vir-
ginia are losing tremendous amounts of
basic business volume that otherwise
would redound to the benefit of the entire
local populaces.

I wish to thank the Members of the
Senate with whom I have talked with
respect to my position on the trade-
agreements bill. I recognize that some
of my friends are committed to support
of the measure without revision. I do
not presume to anticipate that every
Senator who is sympathetic to the cause
of West Virginia industry and labor will
vote for adoption of all the amendments
essential to our protection. I can only
say that I am confident that we shall
receive a fair hearing from each of the
Members of this legislative body.

As for the national security amend-
ment, which I trust will contain a man-
datory restriction on the imports of pe-
troleum and petroleum products, I am
satisfied that no one will be intimidated
by the threats of Caracas mobs. They
do not represent the typical Venezuelan
citizen. Although a few communities in
that country are without question en-
joying a level of prosperity that quite
likely has never before been equaled any-
where in South America, there is no eyi-
dence that the average Venezuelan
family participates in the luxury that
has come with the oil boom.

But, Mr. President, we will not be in-
fluenced by the distorted statistical dos-
ages that are sprayed over every con-
ceivable channel of communication by
the international profiteers who seek to
benumb opponents of the policy which
gives them open sesame to markets
which otherwise would be providing a
means of livelihood for thousands upon
thousands of workers in West Virginia
and in other coal-producing States. I
call attention to fizures released late last
month by the Department of Public As-
sistance, in Charleston—data meriting
the close scrutiny of every Member of
Congress and every other Federal official
in a position to choose between “big oil”
and just plain American workers and
their families, The report from Charles-
ton discloses that the number of needy
persons estimated to be receiving sur-
plus food commeodities during the month
of June is approximately one-eighth of
the State’s population.
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I also call attention to the fact that
Governor Cecil Underwood on Monday
of this week convened a special session
of the West Virginia legislature in order
to expedite clearance of matters neces-
sary for West Virginia's participation in
the Federal program to extend benefits
for the unemployed.

West Virginia needs an economic stim-
ulant. Restricting the inflow of foreign
residual oil would restore to thousands
of our miners and railroaders, particu-
larly, the opportunity to return to the
jobs of which they have been deprived
by irresponsible foreign-trade policies.
Further amendments to the reciprocal-
trade program are necessary for the pro-
tection of thousands of other employees
in a variety of manufacturing and proe-
essing industries that contribute to West
Virginia’s economic vitality.

In the coming days, I shall continue to
bring our story to the attention of indi-
vidual Members of the Senate. They
may have other considerations that will
preclude their subscribing to this eru-
sade, but I assure them that they cannot
help but recognize the justification of
our appeal for a legislative safeguard
against imports that are a serious im-
pediment fo the economic progress of
American industries and American com-
munities.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.10378. An act to limit the applica-
bility of the antitrust laws so as to exempt
certain aspects of designated professional
team sports, and for other purposes; and

H. R. 18066. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1859, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred as indi-
cated:

H.R.10378. An act to limit the applica-
bility of the antitrust laws so as to exempt
certain aspects of designated professional
team sports, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 13066. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1959, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASEA

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

The Chair lays before the Senate the
unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for the
admission of the State of Alaska into the
Union.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has now resumed consideration of
the unfinished business; therefore, it is
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not necessary for me to request unani-
mous consent to speak for more than 3
minutes, I believe. Is that correct?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That
is correct.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
wish to speak for 3 minutes in the morn-
ing hour.

Mr. AIEEN. Mr. President, I am glad
to yield for that purpose, provided I do
not thereby lose the floor.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection? Without objection, it
is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
wish to bring to the attention of the
Senate—because I believe it to be very
pertinent—a letter I received this morn-
ing from an editor in Alaska. In the
letter he states that, in his considered
opinion, Alaska cannot at this time af-
ford the luxury of statehood.

His letter reads as follows:

EETCHIKAN, ALASKA, June 23, 1958.

DeAR SENATOR: Most of the people of south-
eastern Alaska do not favor statehood at this
time.

We who are opposed to statehood do not
have the financial means to be heard,
though the statehood proponents are spend-
ing hundreds of thousands of dollars of our
Territorial tax moneys to advocate statehood.

Briefly, we believe statehood should be de-
layed because:

1. We want to develop industrially first.
The increased costs of statehood now would
make further development impossible.

2. Costs of living and doing business In
Alaska now are from 22 percent (at Eetchi-
kan) to 56 percent (at Falrbanks) higher
than in Seattle. This Is because of the sea-
sonal nature of our Industries and the fact
that lavish Federal expenditures have in-
creased labor costs so high that private busi-
ness cannot afford to hire people in competi=
tion with the military.

3. The Federal Government now is the
source of 65 percent of the Territory's in-
come. If military activities are discontinued
in Alaska or decreased, Alaska will be in a
sad state indeed as a State.

4, We have only one year-round industry;
that provided by the one Ketchikan pulp mill,
The rest are seasonal industries, operating
only a few months each year.

5. Many Alaskans want two Senators In
Congress because they belleve the power
wielded by these voting would result in more
Federal moneys being spent in Alaska.

6. We want more population to help us
support a State. We now have only 27,000
people in private industry and of these more
than 6,600 are in seasonal construction, most
of which is for the military. The peak em-
ployment in private industry is about 40,000
a year; the low somewhat less than 20,000 in
winter.

7. It 1s not correct to say that statehood
will attract more population. FPopulation is
controlled by economic factors. Every fall
about 20,000 of our workers leave Alaska for
the south due to lack of something for them
to do.

8. No impartial study has been made to
determine whether Alaska can support state-
hood.

Yours very sincerely,
Emery F. TopIN.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have published at this point in
the Recorp a letter to an editor by Mr.
Tobin, which was reprinted in Alaska,
explaining more in detail why Alaska
could not at this time afford the luxury
of statehood.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Can ArasxAa ArFroRp STATEHOOD Now?—A
LETTER TO AN EDITOR FROM AN EDITOR

(By Emery F. Tobin, editor, the Alaska
Sportsman)
EETCHIEAN, ALASEA, March 23, 1056.
EprToR, DAILY NEWS:

In connection with some studies I have
been making on the Alaska constitution and
statehood for Alaska, I have gathered certain
facts and figures, some of which I gave in a
talk at the meeting of the Ketchikan Cham-
ber of Commerce yesterday and at a meeting
of the Business and Professional Women's
Club a few weeks ago.

In reporting my appearance at the cham-
ber of commerce in the Dally News yesterday,
several serious misstatements were made. In
view of these misquotations and the several
requests I have had for copies of the figures
I quoted, perhaps your readers may be inter-
ested in the following review of my talk on
the costs of statehood:

In general, the proposed Alaska constitu-
tion is a good one, and except for some fea-
tures which have been subject to criticism,
is very democratic, and provides for a govern-
ment of the people, by the people, and for
the people.

However, when a householder or a busl-
ness organization wants to acquire some-
thing, the first factor usually considered is
the cost, and next is whether it can be
afforded. In considering statehood for
Alaska, the last thing that seemed to be
discussed is the cost.

HAVE PUBLIC MONEY

The advocates of “statehood now" have
been granted over $150,000 of public money
by the Territorial legislature to promote
statehood. This is money from the pockets
of those Alaskans who do not believe Alacka
is ready for statehood, as well as from those
who do. The opponents have to use their
own time and money for research to oppose
the propaganda of the statehood adherents
using public money. It is rather a losing
proposition.

The supposition that Alaska is economi-
cally sound and can afford immediate state-
hood is based on the fact that most of the
money earned in Alaska often comes easily,
in a few months of the year, or from Uncle
Sam. But if Alaska were as prosperous In-
dustrially as some would make it out to be,
there would be no necessity for more than
20,000 people to leave Alaska every fall for
lack of work. They come back in the spring,
but they do not make permanent residence.

That is why Alaska, with its 586,400
square miles, does not have a population of
more than 208,000. And most people do not
realize that of the 208,000, some 80,000 are
military men in the pay of the Federal
Government, and their dependents. In ad-
dition, there are another 15,000 Government
civil service employees, plus their de-
pendents.

Of the total, also, about 35,000 people in
Alaska are Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos
and 30,000 are schoolchildren. In the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1955, there was an
average of 26,500 persons in private indus-
try, and even of these 6,715 were employed
in contract construction, most of which was
Government. Mining employed an average
of 1,333; manufacturing, 4,476; transporta-
tion and utilities, 3,9566; wholesale and retail
business, 5,804; service industries, 2,732: and
others, 1,395. These are averages for the
year. The peak employment was about
40,000 in private industry in the summer;
the low, somewhat less than 20,000 in
winter.
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COSTS $28 MILLION

The workers and industries of Alaska may
be called upon to pay as much as $28 million
a year to cover the costs of State govern-
ment in addition to the other taxes they
pay. That's more than $1,000 a year each
for the average number of wage earners in
private industry.

Right now, Alaskans are paying into Uncle
Sam'’s treasury nearly $100 million a year in
taxes. Income taxes amount to about §75
million. The rest are revenues from excise
taxes on liquor, cigarettes, luxury items,
transportation, gasoline and so forth. We'll
continue to pay that load as a State. In
addition, we are currently paying more than
$14 million a year into the Territorial treas-
ury. Then we pay city taxes.

It has been estimated that the additional
costs of statehood may be as much as $14
million a year. Total, with what we are
now paying for Territorial government, $28
million.

These additional costs are for fish and
wildlife administration, $2,600,000. Opera-
tion of courts, nearly £1 million. Support of
the schools now operated by the Alaska Na-
tive Service, $2 million. Borough govern-
ment, $150,000. Additional police system,
$300,000. Care and custody of insane,
$500,000. Roads, $7 million, Operation of
governor's office, legislative expenses and
state buildings, $600,000. These are esti-
mated costs. Other figures run between
$10 million and the above $14 million,

UNCLE MAKES NO PROFIT

Uncle Sam spends in Alaska for nonmili-
tary items, every dollar that he gets from
Alaska in income and excise taxes, nearly
$100 million a year. The President’s budget
for the coming fiscal year is almost $100
milllon. But on the whole the Btates are

into Alaska about $300 million
more than they're taking out and this money
1z all reflected in Alaska’s present economy.

Alaska's biggest industry—and it is boom-
ing—is military defense. We don't know just
what the Federal Government 1s spending on
defense in Alaska, but it has more than
50,000 men stationed here. It costs “Uncle”
at least $400 a month a man. That's $240
million a year. Then he's spending from
$50 million to $100 million a year on Army,
Navy, and Alr Force construction work,
That’s a total of more than $300 million a
year for construction and men.

In addition to the money that comes to
Alaska as a result of military activities, the
only other steady wealth-producing revenues
result from the work of one pulp mill and
some Iumber mills and logging operating all
or most of the year. The rest are seasonal
industries, working for only a few months,
consisting of the fisheries, some trapping,
the tourist business, and mining, which also
create income. The total of Alaska-produced
resources in 1954 was about $120 million.
The other activities are service busin
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dollars—some estimate by as much as $9 mil-
lion a year—Iif Alaska takes on the responsi-
bilities of statehood now.

Nearly all Alaskans are In favor of even-
tual statehood. Those who demand it now
point to the financial help the Federal Gov-
ernment is proposing to glve and say that
the additional cost to Alaska taxpayers will
be much less than the figures presented
above indicate. They also claim that state-
hood will increase population.

Some of the strongest advocates of state-
hood now find it difficult if not impossible
to meet the present burden of taxation.
The additional load of taxes imposed by the
last Territorial legislature was the deciding
factor in causing the Alaska Sportsman to
have its printing done in the States instead
of EKetchikan.

Year-around businesses such as ours are
penalized not only by the employment se-
curity tax, but by the gross business tax, the
increase in the Territorial income tax by 25
percent last year, the school tax by 50 per-
cent, the imposition of an employment se-
curity tax of one-half of 1 percent on
employees, and the ralsing of the minimum
wage to the highest In the country—§1.256 an
hour.

Before the employment-security credit
rating was eliminated, we were on the same
basis as most States in that respect. Now
we, along with the pulp mill, the lumber
mills, and other year-around industries are
penalized. We cannot compete on the same
basls as companies in the States, and it is
less costly for us to have our printing done
in Ilinois than in Alaska.

The shrimp industry of Petersburg found
that it could not pay some of its employees
the minimum wage and compete with the
shrimp industry of California and Mexico.
Unions and workers appealed for relief from
the commissioner of labor.

CAN'T FINANCE UNEMPLOYMENT

And Alaska 1s the only State or Territory
which has been unable to finance its employ-
ment-security payments and has had to get
a loan from the Federal Government of $3
million. It isn't just the taxes that the one
business has to pay, it's the additional that
the firm doing business has to pay for its
supplies and the additional wages it has to
pay In Alaska because of the cumulative
taxes everyone has to pay to do business
here. Everyone has to flgure “taxes on
taxes” to exist. Costs of living in Alaska
today are more than 25 percent higher than
in any State or other Territory.

It seems certain that population increase
will take place when there is industry to sup-
port it and not before.

The only additional industries we can hope
to get are those which will come here to take
advantage of resources which we have but
which are in dwindling supply in the States,
such as timber, minerals, and fish.

Higher taxes stifle initiative and discour-

dependent on military spending and the oth-
er actlvities without which they could not
exist.

NATIVE COSTS HIGH

The Federal Government pours in millions
of dollars for promotion of the health, wel-
fare, education, and relief of Alaska's large
proportion of natives—35,000. In education it
even goes to the extent of providing boarding
schools, such as Wrangell Institute and
Mount Edgecumbe, where everything, food
and housing, but excepting transportation, is
furnished.

An estimated 65 to 70 percent of Alaska's
gross business depends for its existence on
Federal money. Washington officlals realize
that Alaska's economy, tled up as it is with
Federal spending, is unable to support a
State government at this time without ex-
traordinary Federal help. Various bills in
Congress would ease the load by millions of

age In 1t in new enterprises. If new
businesses cannot compete here on the same
basis as in the States they will not come.
And If the Federal Government should reduce
its military establishments, or discontinue
military construction, what would happen
to Alaska's economy? Can Alaska afford
statehood now?
Yours very truly,
Emery F, ToBIN.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?
tm:l\;{r. ROBERTSON. I yield, if I have

e.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator realizes
that if the present propesal is adopted,
and Alaska is admitted as a State, next
will be Hawaii, next will be Guam, next
will be Puerto Rico, and then the Virgin
Islands. Is that correct?
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Mr. ROBERTSON. That is correct.
The Senator from Virginia said yesterday
that we had been given notice by the
minority leader that he is going to bring
up the bill providing for Hawaiian state-
hood. The Senator said all four of the
Territories or possessions were in the
platforms of both parties. I assume that
whoever put that in the platforms ex-
pected us to forget about it later.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, since
the Senator from Virginia has men-
tioned my name, will he yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes,

Mr. ENOWLAND. The Senator from
California, the minority leader, did not
speak about all four of them.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Of course not.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I have taken the
position that both Alaska and Hawaii,
as organized Territories, under the
precedents we have followed in this
country, should be admitted. The idea
of organizing a Territory was to prepare
it for statehood. I do not favor state-
hood for Puerto Rico. I do not favor
statehood for Guam. I do not know of
anyone on this side of the aisle or on
the other side of the aisle who believes
action on the pending proposal will be a
precedent. I do not believe the other
areas mentioned should be given organ-
ized Territorial status. I do not believe
the hope or promise should be held out
to them for statehood. But the fact re-
mains that the party of the Senator from
Virginia and the party of the minority
leader have pledged themselves to state-
hood for both Alaska and Hawail, I
shall try to fulfill the pledge.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Is it not true that
Puerto Rico and Guam were included in
the resolutions of the political parties?

Mr. ENOWLAND. No; I do not be-
lieve they were included in the same
category as Hawaii and Alaska.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Anyway, the Sen-
ator from Virginia is trying to make the
point that once the precedent is set for
admitting noncontiguous territory as a
new State—as would be true in the case
of Alaska, for instance—we would find it
very difficult to resist a proposal made by
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia to admit Hawaii. The Senator from
Virginia stated that, outside of the fear
of communistic domination, a much bet-
ter case could be made for statehood for
Hawaii than for Alaska. Hawaii has a
population three times as great as that
of Alaska. Hawaii is self-supporting.
Hawaii has a wonderful climate. It is a
place where people would love to live.
It is a beautiful Territory. It would add
to the attraction of this Union. But it
is 3,000 miles from Washington to where
the Senafor from California lives, and it
is 1,500 miles more to where his new
State would be. A friend of mine from
Sweden said to me, “We are 1,000 miles
closer. Why don’t you take us in?”

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. The minority lead-
er makes no apologies for supporting
statehood for Hawaii. I quife agree with
the Senator from Virginia that it is cer-
tainly equal in its claim for statehood
to Alaska. ButIam not going to quibble
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on that point. Both of these great Ter-
ritories are entitled to statehood. The
people of Hawaii, by virtue of their pop-
ulation, by virtue of their economic ac-
tivity, by virtue of the contributions
they have made to the Federal Treas-
ury—the people of Hawaii pay more
taxes than do the people of some 6 or 8
of our States at the present time—are
amply qualified for statehood.

During World War I and World War
II, the people of Hawaii, as in the case of
the people of Alaska, furnished troops for
the United States who fought overseas.
Their patriotism cannot be dquestioned,
in my judgment. I think both Territo-
ries will become great States of the
American Union.

The arguments made about the dis-
tance involved are the same arguments
which were made against the admission
of Montana, Idaho, Oregon, Washington,
and California into the Union. I can get
a plane out of Washington at midnight
and have breakfast in Los Angeles or in
San Francisco. It is far easier to get to
Hawaii or Alaska today than it was to
get to some of the neighboring States
and some of the first States that were ad-
mitted into the Union after the Original
Thirteen States of the Union were ex-
panded. I do not believe the question of
distance appeals to the American people
as a bar to admission.

In the day and age in which we live,
with instant communication by radio
and telephone, and rapid transportation
by airplane, the people who have been
promised statehood should have the
pledge fulfilled.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I want my col-
leagues to notice that our distinguished
minority leader has said he can show
there is a better case for statehood for
Hawalii than there is for Alaska. I think
he can. I also want my colleagues to
bear in mind that if statehood for
Alaska is granted, they may as well be-
come prepared for the better case which
will be presented for Hawaiian state-
hood, which request will follow as in-
evitably as night follows day, or vice
versa. The Senator from California has
said he is going to make a better case
for Hawaiian statehood than has been
made so far for Alaskan statehood.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I shall if my
good friend from Vermont, who has
shown great patience, will bear with me,
I will yield to the Senator from Missis-
sippi.

Mr. ATEEN. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator from
Virginia did not answer my question.
Does the Senator from Virginia not be-
lieve that, regardless of the personal
views of the minority leader, all the
areas which have been mentioned will
be admitted as States once the Alaskan
precedent has been set?

Mr. ROBERTSON. That is what the
Senator from Virginia has predicted.
Hawaii will be first; then Puerto Rico;
then Guam. The Communists will say
we are guilty of very bad colonialism
if we do not admit Guam as a State.
The Senator from Mississippi is right;
we shall have set the precedent for the
admission into the Union of those areas.
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Mr. EASTLAND. Once those areas
are admitted into the Union as States,
will it not result in the packing of the
Senate of the United States, and the
change in our form of government?

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator
from Virginia has said that the change
of control is no idle threat. Certainly
it will change our form of government
if 6, 8, or 10 Senators are to come from
areas not contiguous to the United
States, and if they are to be given full
votes such as Senators have from States
like New York, California, and Texas.

I apologize to my friend from Ver-
mont. He has been very kind.

Mr. EASTLAND. The minority leader
did most of the talking.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The Senator from
Virginia mentioned the name of the Sen-
ator from California. The minority
leader made a very real contribution to
the consideration of what is really before
the Senate. Again I thank my colleague
for yielding.

Mr. AIKEN. I was very glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. ATEEN. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to in-
vite the attention of the Senate to the
fact that what we have before us for
consideration is a measure which has to
do with admitting the incorporated Ter-
ritory of Alaska into the American Union
as a State. I hope we will keep away
from such side issues as Guam and Puerto
Rico, because those are not under con-
sideration. Guam and Puerto Rico are
not going to be under consideration. We
should stick to the subject before us at
the present time.

ACQUISITION OF CERTAIN LAND IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 1710, Sen-
ate bill 3141.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be stated by title, for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (8. 3141)
to authorize acquisition by the Adminis-
trator of General Services of certain land
and improvements thereon located within
the area of New York Avenue and F
Street and 17th and 18th Streets NW.,
in the District of Columbia.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Montana.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(8. 3141) to authorize acquisition by the
Administrator of General Services of cer-
tain land and improvements thereon lo-
cated within the area of New York Ave-
nue and F Street and 17th and 18th
Streets NW., in the District of Columbia.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, the
purpose of the bill is to allow the Gov-
ernment to acquire property in square 170
of the District of Columbia. The prop-
erty would be used in connection with the
Government’s long-range building pro-
Bram.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire statement in the report covering the
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purpose of the bill be printed at this
point in the RECorD.

There being no ohjection, the state-
ment from the report (No. 1670) was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

The purpose of this legislation is to allow
the Government to acquire property in square
170 of the District of Columbia. This prop-
erty would be used in connection with the
Government’s long-range building program.

Square 170 lies between 17th Street and
18th Street and between New York Avenue
and F Street NW. It is one block west of
the White House Grounds. This area has
been zoned first commercial.

The Administrator of General Services in-
formed the committee in executive session
that the Government desires to acquire this
property at this time, since it appears that,
in its present stage, it will be less costly.
The Administrator is apprehensive that new
development may take place soon in that
area and that this improvement will increase
the acquisition cost of the property.

The Central Dispensary and Emergency
Hospital and a nurses’ home located in this
area have been conveyed to the Government
under provisions of the act of August 7, 1946
(60 Stat. 896, ch, 803), and the General Serv-
ices Administration is now renovating these
buildings for use as Government offices,

The General Services Administration esti-
mates the cost of acquiring the property will
be approximately $2 million, the estimated
fair market value of all the property which
the bill would authorize the Government to
acquire.

- - - - -
DESCRIPTION AND APPRAISAL OF PROPERTY

In square 170, 13 lots are currently with=
out bulldings and are used as parking lots.

There is one vacant 3-story house, approxi=
mately 100 years old, in fair condition.

Two office buildings occupy lots 28 and 827,
The first is a 6-story 50-year-old building,
in good condition. The second is a 4-story
75-year-old bullding, in good condition.
Both bulldings are now being leased to the
Government.

There are two 3-story resldences, in fair
condition, 76 years old.

Four residences, In fair condition, rang-
ing from 76 to 1256 years old, are used as
rooming houses.

There is one commercial office bullding, 125
years old, in good condition.

Four buildings, 756 to 125 years old, in fair
condition, are used as business places, with
a portion of each bullding being used as a
rooming establishment or as residences. One
of these bulldings is the Allies Inn, a restau-
rant and rooming house.

OCTAGON HOUSE

The bill specifically excludes the Octagon
House, a historic building located on the
property owned by the American Institute of
Architects. The remaining buildings on this
property are modernized office space utilized
by the American Institute of Architects.
All these builldings and improvements are
exempted by specific provision of this bill,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill is open to amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the engross=
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (8. 3141) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of March
81, 1938 (562 Stat. 149, ch. 58), s amended
by adding, after the word “squares,” the
Ifollowing number and exception:

“170 (except for the real property and im=
provements thereon owned at present by the
American Institute of Architects and located
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at the southwestern corner of square 170
where New York Avenue and 18th Street
NW. intersect) .”

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate the unfin-
ished business, which will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
7999) to provide for the admission of the
State of Alaska into the Union.

RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES AND CANADA

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, now that
consideration of the unfinished business
has been resumed, it is not necessary for
me to ask unanimous consent to proceed
for more than 3 minutes, is it?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
the Senator is correct.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the mat-
ter on which I desire to speak is very
close to Alaska, at any rate. I wish to
speak of the relations between the
United States and Canada for a few
minutes.

Mr. President, I am happy to take
note of the increased interest of the
Congress, and by the public, as well, con-
cerning relations between the United
States and Canada.

At a time like the present, when inter-
national communism is again showing its
teeth, it is well that we take stock of
what is going on in the country with
which we have most in common.

The Committee on Foreign Relations
on May 16 devoted a full day of hearings
to the subject of United States policy
with respect to Canada as part of its
overall review of United States foreign
policy. The committee was privileged to
hear and question the Honorable Living-
ston T. Merchant, the United States Am-
bassador to Canada, and Dr. Percy Cor-
bett from the center for international
studies at Princeton University. These
hearings will be published soon. I com-
mend them to Members of the Senate
because many of the important aspects
of current relations and problems with
Canada are touched on in these hearings.

Mr. President, it will do no harm once
again to remind ourselves of the im-
portance of Canada to the United States.
This phase of the matfer could also be
approached from the other way around,
namely, the importance of the United
States to Canada. I shall leave that to
my Canadian friends. Needless to say,
many of the matters which I shall men-
tion from the point of view of the United
States are equally worthy of mention
when viewed from the other side of the
border.

An announcement has recently been
made of arrangements which have been
completed between the United States
and Canada for participation in the
North American Air Defense Command,
called NORAD for short. Canada is a
full partner in these defense arrange-
ments, as she should be, After all, Can-
ada lies between us and our most poten-
tial enemy. We here in the United
States cannot adequately defend our-
selves without relying heavily on the

No,
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cooperation which Canada alone can
offer. It is for this reason that planning
and operations in air defense are now in
a completely integrated United States-
Canadian concern. I dare say that we
have more completely merged our mili-
tary arrangements in this respect with
Canada than we have ever done hefore
with any nation in peacetime.

Mr. President, all one has to do is
look at the map and trace the course of
the St. Lawrence Seaway as it comes
down along the border between our two
countries to realize what a tremendous
difference this new trade artery will soon
make to life and economics in both coun-
tries. As we see the beneficial effects
of the seaway beginning to be felt, we
should feel regret that we delayed work
on it so long.

We may feel gratified, however, that
the Congress has recenfly directed that a
study be made of another important
waterway from New York City to the
Canadian border by way of the Hudson
River and Lake Champlain. It is ex-
pected that the Canadians will soon take
up planning this waterway from the bor-
der to the St. Lawrence.

When this waterway is completed, as
it surely will be, the distance by water
from the heartland of Canada and the
United States to points on our Atlantic
coast will be lessened by over 1,200 miles.

I doubt whether there is any nation
to which we owe more for its helpful co-
operation in international organizations
than Canada. Canada is a member of
the United Nations and of the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization, two inter-
national organizations in which we have
invested so much both of our substance
and of our hopes. Canada has been a
constant, helpful participant with us in
these undertakings. In addition, Canada
plays an important role of her own in
several international organizations of
which we are not members but from
whose work we benefit, I have in mind
the British Commonwealth of Nations,
the International Control Commission in
Indochina, and the United Nations Emer-
gency Force in the Middle East.

Canada is the best customer for our
exports of all the countries in the world.
One-fifth of the United States total for-
eign trade in 1957 was with Canada. The
United States is becoming increasingly
dependent upon Canada for newsprint,
woodpulp, aluminum, fish, and iron ore.
We are also increasingly dependent upon
Canada as a market for automobiles,
machinery, chemicals, petroleum prod-
ucts, foodstuffs, and manufactured goods.

Americans have invested about $13
billion in Canada; $8 billion of this in-
vestment is in business, and the rest
constitutes investments in Government
and muniecipal bonds of Canada, These
bare facts indicate the tremendous eco-
nomic importance of Canada to the
United States. Important as Canada is
to us, we must never forget that United
States trade is even more important to
Canada. Two-thirds of Canada’s entire
foreign trade is with the United States.
What may seem to us to be & small
change in our economic policy may have
a very big impact north of the border.

In any catalog of the benefits which
we obtain from having Canada as a
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neighbor, we should, of course, mention
the fact that Canada is and always has
been a peaceful country. The 3,000
miles of unfortified boundary between
us testifies to that. It is a free country.
It is a democracy as fully responsive to
the needs and desires of its people as
our own. Canada is a booming country,
not only in agriculture and industry, but
113_ cultural affairs and in her intellectual

& :

Canadians and United States citizens
visit freely in each other’'s countries. A
recent poll indicates that while only 27
percent of all Canadians of voting age
have visited another Canadian province,
more than 60 percent of them have vis-
ited in the United States.

Mr. President, in view of all these rea-
sons for taking extra care of our rela-
tions with Canada, it is somewhat dis-
comforting to acknowledge that there
are a number of problems which tend to
be irritating. It is well to review these
matters from time to time. I have no
intention of trying to suggest solutions
today, but I hope it will be helpful,
nevertheless, merely to mention the
problems which face us.

Mr. President, two of the main prob-
lems which we have with Canada were
mentioned recently in a speech made by
the Prime Minister of Canada, the Hon-
orable John G. Diefenbaker, delivered
at Wesleyan University in Middletown,
Conn. I ask unanimous consent that
Prime Minister Diefenbaker’s speech he
printed in full at the end of my remarks.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Vermont? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ATIKEN, Mr. President, as Dr.
Corbett said in addressing the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations the other day,
the problems which we have with Canada
can be divided into those which we can-
not help and those which we can do
something about. We cannot help our
differing histories, our respective geog-
raphies, the disparity of population and
power and many other immutable fac-
tors. The very fact that rivers and
streams cross and recross our border
gives us trouble. The fact that the
United States now has world responsibil-
ities which cause us to take actions from
time to time which impinge on Canada
is something which we eannot avoid.
The fact that private investors here and
buyers in Canada have economic prefer-
ences which result in a certain trade
pattern and balance is something that
cannot be affected without a kind of gov-
ernment interference which may be un-
wise. Also, the fact that there is now in
Canada a growing nationalism is one of
those consequences of historical events
which we must take account of but which
cannot be affected very much.

There are some differences, however,
Mr. President, between Canada and our-
selves which can be resolved either by
action by one or the other of the two
countries or by measures taken in com-
mon. Let me begin with two problems
referred to by Prime Minister Diefen-
baker. I quote from his address which
I mentioned a moment ago.
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‘We have difficulties arising from our trade
relations and in particular from the fact that
while there has been a continuing unfavor-
able balance of trade for Canada over the
years, in the last 2 or 3 years we have been
purchasing from the United States more
than a billlon dollars a year more than the
United States has purchased from us, and
that in the disposal program of agricultural
products by the United States, Canada has
been materially hurt economically.

The imbalance in United States-Cana~-
dian trade is something which is taken
very seriously by the Canadians. The
imbalance is compensated for in large
part by a flow of dollars from the United
States to Canada in the form of indus-
frial investment. This investment in
Canada in turn brings with it another
problem. Canadians naturally worry a
great deal when they see the large degree
of control by United States owners over
Canadian natural resources and indus-
try, and they object whenever restric-
tions are placed in the way of participa-
tion by Canadians in the ownership and
management of companies in Canada
which are subsidiaries of United States
companies, this notwithstanding the fact
that Canadians themselves are large in-
vestors in the parent United States com-
panies as well as other United States
securities.

It seems quite clear that the answers
to these economic issues will depend very
largely on the tariff and trade policies
pursued by the two Governments. If
the United States maintains a high tariff
on goods which would naturally move to
the United States, we shall hurt Canadian
producers and hurt American consum-
ers who would otherwise benefit. If, on
the other hand, the Government of
Canada distorts the natural flow of goods
and services from the United States to
Canada by measures such as “buy Ca-
nadian,” or “buy Commonwealth” re-
strictions, such actions can only hurt
Canadian consumers and United States
exporters, and to some extent Canadian
investors in United States stocks.

I now turn to the assertion by Prime
Minister Diefenbaker that the policies of
the United States in the disposal of sur-
plus agricultural commodities have hurt
Canada. In the view of Canadians,
through United States sales and barter
activities under Public Law 480, we are
subsidizing the disposal of surplus grain,
using resources from other portions of
the economy to pay our losses, with the
result that Canada’s opportunity to ex-
port wheat is lessened.

The fact is that both Canada and the
United States have surpluses of wheat.
Both of us have the opportunity to dis-
pose of these surpluses in ways which
may benefit hungry people as well as to
take measures to prevent or reduce such
surpluses. There is no gquestion that
there is an element of subsidy in the
method by which we attempt to reduce
our surpluses through the Public Law
480 programs. If there were no sub-
sidy, United States wheat would be only
a residual supply for the world market.

Public Law 480 has built into it ade-
quate safeguards; but, in the application
of the principles embodied in the act,
we have in the past made mistakes.
Sometimes our policies and programs
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have been beneficial to Canada, as in
those instances in which we have been
able to increase demand in foreign coun-
tries for wheat where there had been no
market. I have in mind the successful
efforts in some places to shift consumer
preferences from rice to wheat. On the
other hand, there are instances in which
activities of the United States in the
Public Law 480 programs have been
harmful to Canada as well as to our own
dollar market. With good reason, the
Canadians are particularly resentful of
certain barter deals which have been
consummated from time to time. I be-
lieve that the barter provisions in the
current extension of Public Law 480
should be restricted to instances in which
neither United States nor Canadian dol-
lar sales will be displaced. If the new law
does not require this, I would hope and
expect that the Department of Agricul-
ture would use the barter authority most
wisely, having in mind what I have said
about the importance of continuing to
have beneficial relations with Canada.

Another problem with Canada, which
Prime Minister Diefenbaker was kind
enough not to mention in his speech, is
the matter of oil imports from Canada
into the United States.

The development of petroleum re-
sources in Canada has proceeded in sub=-
stantial measure through capital invest-
ment from the United States. There has
been a phenomenal growth of oil pro-
duction in Canada, although the Cana-
dian production represents something
less that 3 percent of world production
at present. Canadian confidence and ex-
pectations received a severe blow last De-
cember when it was announced that
Canadian oil shipments to the west coast
and to the northern part of the United
States were to be subject to the voluntary
oil import program. Canadians felt that
they had been misled to some extent and
they were particularly irritated by the
argument that the import control pro-
gram was justified on the ground that in
the event of a war emergency there would
be need for adequate supplies in the
United States.

This argument simply does not make
sense as applied to Canadian oil produc-
tion because in the event of war Cana-
dian reserves and production will be fully
as available to the United States as our
own petroleum resources. In fact, it was
the dire need of the United States for oil
in World War II that prompted a speed-
up in Canadian explorations.

Mr. President, it is not appropriate for
me to try to discuss here the solutions to
these economiec problems in detail. They
are very complex indeed. Presumably,
the executive branch experts are working
on them full time. I hope that, as the
Committee on Foreign Relations consid-
ers the next steps in its review of foreign
policy, consideration will be given to a
detailed study of these economic prob-
lems with Canada.

The final item on the list of Canadian
grievances to which I will refer is the
complaint which is perhaps the most dis-
turbing and which in some ways is the
hardest of all fo deal with. I refer tore-
ports of growing Canadian irritation re-
sulting from their view that Americans
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are patronizing in their attitude toward
Canadians. I do not agree that Ameri-
cans have been patronizing toward their
Canadian neighbors. I do admit that we
have regarded Canada as a member of
the family, and consequently we have
tended to put off moving toward solu-
tions of problems which we have known
about for quite a while by saying to our-
selves that, of course, we shall solve these
problems, because there can be no ques-
tion of real difficulty with our friends the
Canadians.

Mr. President, the Canadians have
some right to be irritated with us. Too
many Americans are uninformed on the
subject of Canada. Canadians, on the
other hand, have access to information
about nearly everything that is going on
in the United States. This is a problem
which cannot be solved in a short time.
It is a matter of education with us. It
is a matter of continuing self-evaluation.
One reason I am making this statement
today is that I am trying to make our
people more aware of the common needs
and aspirations of the United States and
Canada.

Prime Minister Diefenbaker refers to
this problem of attention to Canada in
the following way:

The relations between our countries can-
not be taken for granted. They require con-
structive, continuing, and cooperative con-
sideration. We will let you know when we
have grievances, as you will let us know.
Good relations are reciprocal. I want to re-
iterate that our attitude is not one of anti=
Americanism but rather of pro-Canadianism.

I wish also to quote from a recent ad-
dress by the Honorable Lester B. Pear~
son, of Canada, at the Vassar College
commencement in Poughkeepsie, N. Y.,
on June 9, 1950. Mr, Pearson puts the
matter this way:

I am also a citizen of a vigorous and free
country, your neighbor and friend. A coun-
try which has experienced, in these years, a
period of great growth and development, with
some of the inevitable accompanylng pains.
A country with a surging feeling of natlonal
pride that makes us in Canada somewhat
sensitive about slights; and annoyed when
action is taken by our neighbor which hurts
us, especially in the fleld of trade and eco-
nomics in which our destiny is linked as
closely with yours as it is in the fleld of
survival. In trade, don't fence us out, and
in politics don't take us benevolently for
granted. We are, in fact, a little touchy—
perhaps occasionally too touchy—about being
overlooked, both in respect of our problems
and our achievements.

Mr. President, what can we do about
these social and educational problems
which these two leaders in Canada have
referred to?

Certainly, if United States citizens
were aware of the need for Canada and
the United States to work together to
the fullest degree and of the stirring de-
velopments taking place north of the
border, the situation would be greatly
improved.

Yet, very little Canadian news is car-
ried by the American press more than
a hundred miles south of our northern
boundary.

I am told that only two American
newspapers have regular correspondents
in Canada, whereas all that goes on in
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our counfry is promptly reported all over
Canada.

The United States press may say there
is little demand for Canadian news
among their readers and possibly be
right about it.

It is probable that a good many Mem-
bers of the Congress are poorly informed
as to what is going on in the great nation
to the north.

1 firmly believe, Mr. President, that if
our two countries had reciprocal sub-
committees of Congress and the Cana-
dian Parliament that could meet and
discuss matters of common interest, we
would not only have a better understand-
ing of legislative matters but could better
convey the substance of that understand-
ing to the American people.

In considering supplies of wheat, oil,
lead, zinc, and other commodities we
would do well to consider such supplies
as a single stockpile.

Not that these national supplies can
be physically merged, or that they will
cease to be competitive, but in the field
of world development and world trade
and North American security, they are so
vitally important that a cooperative un-
derstanding relating to production,
stockpiling, and disposal becomes a mu-
tual necessity.

Mr. President, I wish particularly to

call to the attention of the Senate cer-
tain suggestions for improvement in
United States-Canadian relations which
were put forward by Prime Minister
Diefenbaker in the speech to which I
have already referred.
- First. The Prime Minister states an
important principle which we can en-
dorse at once; namely, that the United
States and Canada will in the future
need to refrain from steps which will
weaken each other in our common quest
for the survival of freedom.

Second. Prime Minister Diefenbaker
suggests joint action to meet the current
problem of unemployment. I would
certainly hope that this Canadian sug-
gestion would meet with a ready re-
sponse in the administration.

Third, Mr. Diefenbaker refers specifi-
cally to the idea that the Congress and
the Parliament of Canada can do more
by way of exchanging ideas and visits,
with which I have just expressed agree-
ment.

Fourth. The Prime Minister brings up
again the idea of NATO food bank, as
he calls it, which would help remove
overhanging surpluses of wheat and
other storable farm products and at the
same time help to assure that food re-
serves will be available in Europe in the
event of war.

The idea of a food bank is not new.
It has several times been brought up in
the United Nations and rejected because
of physical difficulties involved on a world
scale.

Whether it is possible to work out a
plan for maintaining adequate reserves
of food for the NATO nations on a fair
and effective basis is an unanswered
question.

The burden or responsibility should

,not rest on Canada and the United
States alone,
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The idea costs money to implement,
and the danger somehow does not seem
urgent enough to those who would he
expected to share the cost.

Mr. President, let me refer briefly to
three other items to which I think extra
attention is deserved.

First, the question of aluminum pro-
duction and distribution. We were very
much worried during the Korean war
that aluminum shortages could not be
quickly overcome. The vast expansion
of production facilities in this country
and Canada have now to some extent
temporarily outrun the need. This
would not be so bad, because it is almost
certainly temporary, but we are now
faced with a drive from the Soviet Union
to take over the foreign market for
aluminum. Surely this is a matter which
United States and Canadian 'interests
could consider for the common good.

Second, Mr. President, it is essential
that consideration of Canada and our
common problems should be prominently
in mind when the Senate considers the
Reciprocal Trade Act extension. In
view of the importance of Canada to this
country, it appears that a special and
forceful argument can be made that the
Reciprocal Trade Act should be extended
of the benefits we get from trade with
Canada, because of Canada’s very great
dependence upon her exports, and be-
cause, as I pointed out earlier, two-thirds
of Canada’s export trade is with the
United States. I have already referred
to the existing lack of balance in trade
between Canada and the United States.
A defeat of the extension of the Recipro-
cal Trade Act would gravely aggravate
the existing problem.

And, third, I would recommend that
any Inter-American Economic Confer-
ence which may be held in the future
should by all means include Canada
among its participants. The aim of
such a conference would be to find ways
to avoid extreme commodity price fluc-
tuations, to promote economic growth
and technical cooperation, and to work
toward a common market and currency
convertibility for the Western Hemi-
sphere. The recent experience of Vice
President Nixon in Latin America may
indicate that such an economic confer-
ence is more urgent than we thought.

In conclusion, Mr. President, we must
realize that Canada is taking her place
among the great nations of the world.
The vast resources and the relatively
small population of Canada mean that
she is destined to go through a period
of tremendous and rapid growth.

I daresay that within the span of the
next 20 years, Canada will have a popu-
lation of 30 million people. The St.
Lawrence Valley will become one of the
world’s greatest industrial areas. The
mighty resources of water power, min-
erals, waterways, agriculture and recre-
ational facilities will be more exten-
sively developed even north of the Arctic
Circle and the social, economic and po-
litical fortunes of our two countries will
become more closely interlocked than
ever. It is entirely in the interest of the
United States to work as closely with
Eﬁﬂ:&!a as we possibly can in the years

ead.
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ExHmBIT 1
NoTES OF SPEECH PREPARED FOR DELIVERY TO

WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY, MIDDLETOWN, CONN.,

SunNDAY, JUNE 8, 1958, BY THE RicaT HoN-

ORABLE JOHN G. DIEFENBAKER, PRIME Min-

ISTER OF CANADA

I am honored to be admitted to the fel-
lowship of Wesleyan College which, for more
than a century and a quarter, has been in
the forefront of outstanding colleges dedi-
cated to the liberal arts, and noted for their
hospitality to freedom.

I regard it as an honor given, not to me
personally, but to my country which, in its
relations with yours are unequaled anywhere
among the nations.

This college is of that illustrious company
that education defined by John Milon:

“I call, therefore, a complete and generois
education [one] which fits a man to per-
form justly, skillfully, and magnanimously
all the offices both private and public of
peace and war.”

With freedom challenged today in all parts
of the world, and with the emphasis that is
being placed on material things of defense
and survival, there has developed in the con-
science of many good and responsible people,
a demand that universities should endeavor
to achieve a virtual monopoly of scientific
training and research.

‘While the encouragement of science must
receive emphatic support to meet not only
the international emergency but for the con-
tinuing benefit of mankind, I am of those
who believe that for the universities of the
Free World, to forsake the encouragement of
the spiritual things and enthrone the ma-
chine would be a course as dangerous as it
would be shortsighted. To meet the chal-
lenge of the tyranny of communism does not
mean that we must adopt the techniques of
its tyranny.

To repudiate emphasis on the things which
make for the freedom of the human spirit,
or to subvert education to materialistic pur-
poses would, in the longer perspective, cause
the irretrievable loss of freedom.

In my college days, sclence promised its
uses for the benefit of mankind and hu-
manity's golden age. Communism would
make its use the mortal cockpit of man-
kind, having adopted science as an essen-
tial means of dominating mankind.

The danger to mankind'’s survival was an-
ticipated with prophetic accuracy by the
Right Honorable Herbert Asquith, one of the
First War Prime Ministers of the United
Eingdom when, in 1920, he said:

“The experience of this war has made
actual what was unimaginable before. But
there are, or would be, if the old system were
to continue, two new factors at work. The
first and most obvious is the unexplored
and still incalulable effect of the harnessing
of science to the chariot of destruction. We
have seen in these 4 years only a rudimen-
tary application of methods and agencies un-
known and undreamt of in the campaigns
of the past. BSclence has in these matters
not only sald her last word; she is still lisp-
ing the alphabet of annihilation. If she is
to be diverted for another 20 years into the
further elaboration of the mechanism and
chemistry of destruction, we may well pray
for the speediest possible return of the
glacial epoch,”

What would he have said today in this era
of hydrogen bombs and atomic warheads and
intercontinental missiles?

Sclentific miracles have wrought fantastic
changes in material well-being for mankind
but science dare not be allowed to become
the master of freedom or freedom will perish,

Wesleyan College is of those educational
institutions which maintain the primacy of
the spiritual springs from which it draws
its strength, and without which freedom
would perish,
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Believing that the honour conferred on me
is designed to be an honour to my country,
I intend to speak to you on the importance
of Canadian-American relations to the future
of the Free World, and the need of foster-
ing and expanding the unity of our purpose
in the cause of freedom.

Our two nations have a major mission for
freedom; the United Btates, with its vast
industrial power and population and by the
contribution that it has made in war for
freedom and in peace so unselfishly given
to the welfare of all nations; and Canada
with its vast mineral and other resources
and by its equally proven devotion and sac-
rifice of 100,000 men in two world wars. We
have much in common.

Our nations must stand together with
other freedom-loving nations. Our two na-
tions have an appointment with world des-
tiny, for the shield of freedom requires not
only the resolution of freemen that springs
from the sharing of common epiritual values
which is the heritage of all free nations
but as well the material strength of material
resources with which our two countries have
been singularly blessed. The unity of these
two countries, therefore, a unity of purpose
is of importance not only to ourselves but
to the nations of the Free World.

Politically, Canada and the United States,
while each drawing the inspiration of their
political systems from Great Britain, have
grown up by separate and different ways, one
achieying its freedom and independence by
revolution, the other by evolution—the
United States a Republic, while Canada, an
equally soverelgn nation, gives its allegiance
to the mystic and intangible unity of the
Crown in a Commonwealth of Nations joined
by no agreement are maintained by no com-
pulsion, but by the common aspirations of
independent people in all parts of the globe.

They differ in form—the Constitution of
the United States, and our constitution,
written and unwritten, both are based on
the belief that law and authority derive
from moral prineciples by which and in no
other way, can freedom and justice be
achieved.

The Unlted States owes much to the po-
litical genius of British peoples and British
pecples owe much to the wisdom of the
Founding Fathers of the United States.
Canada is Indebted to Franklin, Jefferson,
Hamilton, and others of your founders for
the federal system of government which we
borrowed and applied to the needs of our
nation, and without which, Canadian Con=
federation could not have been achieved.

The concept of the Commonwealth of Na-
tlons provides freedom and independence to
each of its members, while giving to each
the enrichment of a partnership in a fam-
ily of natlons global in extent. Few of our
people realize that the concept upon which
our Commonwealth was built was first
enunciated in 1775 when the Olive Branch
Petition was signed by 46 members of the
Continental Congress including Elijah Dyer,
Roger Sherman, and Silas O'Deane of Con-
necticut, as well as John Hancock, John
Adams, Benjamin Franklin, Patrick Henry,
Richard Lee, and Thomas Jefferson, and pre-
sented to King George III,

All of the principles of the Statute of
Westminster which binds the Common-
wealth together, were embodied in this peti-
tion dellvered to the British after the bat-
tles of Lexington, Concord, and Bunker Hill
had been fought. Had it been accepted it
would have brought about the principles
upon which the Commonwealth Is now bullt.
This was not to be but the ideas of the
Founders of this Nation expressed in that
petition in the process of time have become
the cornerstone of the Commonwealth.

As Nicholas Murray Butler sald, some 25
years ago:

“It is one of the most astounding things
in the history of government that these men
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off in this distant serles of colonles, eco-
nomically in their infancy, financially help-
less and dependent, had the vision of organ-
ization which has come now to all the
British peoples. * * * So it is in the his-
tory of our race. Ideas, how slowly they
travel; arguments, how slowly they are
apprehended; action, how ﬂowﬂy it follows
upon conviction.”

As Inheritors of a common faith in and
devotion to the same abiding principles of
liberty and peace, the relationships between
us constitute a model for mankind. And so
they must remain. Now, and in the future,
that need has been intensified by the devel-
opments of science in intercontinental bal-
listic missiles and Canada’s strategic posi-
tion as the nelghbor of the United States of
America and the U. 8.5. R.

It is necessary for both of our natlons
to carefully examine that relationship, not
only for the benefit of our respective coun-
tries, but for the contribution we can make
in unity for all mankind.

There is a desire among the people of
your country to understand not merely Ca=-
nadlan problems, but to understand Canada
and Canadians.

I can assure you that there Is a universal
desire among Canadians to Increase their
understanding of the United States and to
the end that our unity of purpose shall
remaln unimpaired.

In population the Unlted States is 10
times greater than Canada; economically
the United States is about 20 times as
strong. We live as it were as 2 families
in the same house—1 continent—in which
1 of the occupants is a glant, and another
glant just around the corner who does not
share our views.

We have difficulties arising from our trade
relations and in particular from the fact
that while there has been a continulng un-
favorable balance of trade for Canada over
the years, in the last 2 or 3 years we have
been purchasing from the United States
more than a billion dollars a year more
than the United States has purchased from
us, and that in the disposal program of
agricultural products by the United States,
Canada has been materially hurt economli=
cally.

We are united In our defenses both In
Europe and in North America. We have re-
cently entered into the NORAD Air Defense
Agreement which will come before the Ca-
nadian Parliament on Tuesday for approval
which is indicative of the cooperation nec-
essary In the Interests of survival for both
of us and for freedom itself.

But unity in defense 1s not enough. We
must reinforce our defense action by eco-
nomie collaboration.

The relations between our countries can-
not be taken for granted. They require
constructive, continuing and cooperative
consideration. We will let you know when
we have grievances, as you will let us know.
Good relatlons are reciprocal. I want to
relterate that our attitude is not one of
antl-Americanism but rather of pro-Cana-
dianism. As the Canadian Minister for For-
eign Affairs (Sldney Smith) sald recently—
“True Iriendship cannot be wrecked by hon-
est frankness."”

One of the most encouraging signs of a de-
sire to bring about the dissolution of poten-
tial difficulties between our countries was
that taken by the House of Representatives
Committee on Forelgn Affairs in issuing a
special report on May b last on Canadian-
American Relations which was prepared by
Congressmen Brooks Havs, of Arkansas, and
Frank N. CorrFin, of Maine.

A major source of difficulty has been the
disposal program of surplus farm products
abroad which has had the effect during the
last 2 or 8 years of detrimentally affecting
Canada, which depends heavily on wheat
exports, by way of barter deals and subsidized
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.tied sales which in our opinion go beyond

what is fair and competitive.
The U. 8. 8. R. appears now to be directing

.its major attention to the weakening of the

Free World on the economic front. I belleve
that the natlons of the Free World will have
to act cooperatively and effectively on eco-
nomic matters, as they do In defense—that
each of the free nations will have to refrain
from action which will detrimentally weaken
their partner in freedom’s quest for free-
dom's survival anywhere in the world.

Just to mention a few of the things in re-
spect of which an imaginative policy could
be helpful. * * *

To remove overhanging surpluses of wheat
and other storable farm products and at the
same time to assure that strategic reserves
of these commodities will be available in
Europe should war come. .

The setting up of a NATO food bank would
have a dual purpose in this regard and could
also be used as a means to assist food deficit

‘nations when in need.

The problem of serious unemployment is
another that must be met in the Free World,
for should it become general it would afford
communism its greatest impetus. Joint ac-
tion to meet the problem would seem to be
something worthy of consideration.

To meet the problem of the relations of
our nations the Hays-Cofin report suggested
a Congressional Committee on Canadian Re-
lations. I am sure that the Parliament of
Canada would give the fullest consideration
to the setting up of a similar committee of
Canadian Parllamentarians who in periodic
visits to our respective capitals would do
much to achleve suggested solutions of
recurring problems.

The benefits that will flow from such a
Joint meeting were very apparent in 1942
when at a Parliamentary Conference at which
I had the honor to preside, Members of the
Congress of the United States met in con-
ference for the first time with Canadian and
Commonwealth Members of Parllament.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, ATIEEN. I yield.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the Senator from Ver=
mont for making the speech he has made
today. To the best of my knowledge,
in the 16 years I have been in Congress
this is the first time I have heard a major
speech on American-Canadian relations.
It has been long overdue. The fact that
the distinguished senior Senator from
Vermont has chosen to make the speech
is an indication of his awareness of the
difficulties as well as the comity which
exists between our two great nations, and
the need for laying the cards on the
table.

I am happy to note that in the Cham~-
ber at this time are a great many Sen-
ators from States which border on Can-
ada. I refer to the senior Senator from
New York [Mr. Ives], the senior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEy], the senior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. THYE],
and our Presiding Officer, the junior Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Jacksonl.
Of course, my State, too, borders on Can-
ada. All of us are interested in what
happens in Canada. Both the United
States and Canada owe a debt of grati-
tude to the distinguished senior Senator
from Vermont for laying before us, in a
frank and understanding manner, the
facts of life as they pertain to our two
countries.

I hope that not only will Canada heed
what he has said this morning, but that
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our own people, and the administration,
as well, will heed his sound advice and
good counsel and wise admonition.

Again I congratulate and salute the
senior Senator from Vermont for his
outstanding work in this field.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from Montana. He has lived, as I have,
alongside of Canadians all his life. I do
not believe we can overemphasize the
necessity for understanding what is
going on in our neighboring country to
the north. That is why I have spoken
as I have, because it is a matter of the
most vital importance.

I now yield to the distinguished senior
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, I join in
the fine things which have been said by
the Senator from Vermont about the very
wonderful country of Canada. The ideas
he has expressed should be made fa-
miliar to the people of the United States,
so they will understand the problems as
they really exist.

I realize that the Senator from Ver-
mont has given much study to this ques-
tion. Together with the Senator from
Vermont, I am a member of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, as also is
the Senator from Montana [Mr., MaNs-
FIELD]. We realize that probably the
future, and indeed the very safety, of
our country depend upon our ability to
work in the same boat, so to speak, with
our neighbor to the north, We are kin-
folk in so many ways. We must not let
the little differences which have arisen,
particularly in relation to our large pro-
duction of wheat and dairy products,
create a condition of dissatisfaction be-
tween us. As I have said, the Canadians
are kinfolk of ours in many ways. They
have the same faith and the same enter-
prise; and they have a potential for
growth in every way.

I was about to ask to have printed in
the REcorp an article concerning diverse
research activities at the University of
Wisconsin. In my humble opinion, the
problem which the Senator from Ver-
mont presented in relation to the large
production of wheat and the large pro-
duction of other agricultural products
can be solved by investigations and re-
search in chemistry. For example, con-
sider corn. A few years ago it was only
hog feed. Now think of the numerous
articles which are made from corn.

I am satisfied that if we and our neigh-
bor to the north will use our brains to
create further uses of our agricultural
products and other raw materials, in-
stead of using them to create weapons,
we will find the answer to many of our
problems.

Again, I compliment the Senator from
Vermont upon a very challenging state-
ment. I hope it will be spread broadcast
by the press of this country and of
Canada, so that these two great peoples
themselves will understand the signif-
icant part which they should play in
bringing our two nations closer together
on a basis of mutual understanding.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ATEKEN. I yield.
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Mr. THYE. I join in complimenting
and commending the distinguished
Senator from Vermont for his statement
concerning our relations with Canada
and on the other matters which were
brought out in his statement. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has delivered a
scholarly address. It pointed up most
clearly the importance of the relations
between the United States and the Gov-
ernment of Canada. Canada has been
a close neighbor of ours, not only geo-
graphically, but in its thinking and in
its outlook with respect to its relations
with the United States.

There has never been a time when our
borders have witnessed an unpleasant
incident of any kind. Ours has been a
relationship which stands out most
clearly as an example of how two great
Nations can live, border to border, in a
most pleasant, harmonious way. It has
been an example for other nations of the
world to heed. It has been a relation-
ship which should demonstrate to the
people of the world that two great Na-
tions can readily coordinate their indus-
trial, business, and social relations.

I commend the Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr. ATKEN. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, AIKEEN. I yield to the Senator
from New York. New York is a great
State which is developing the power of
the St. Lawrence River in cooperation
with the neighboring Canadian prov-
ince of Ontario.

Mr. IVES. I appreciate the courtesy
of the Senator from Vermont in thus
yielding. I commend him most highly
for his remarks and desire to associate
myself with them.

New York is among the States of the
Union which border on Canada. We
regard Canada as our greatest and dear-
est friend among all the nations of the
world. I think the same can be said on
behalf of all citizens of the United
States. It simply happens that Canada
is our closest neighbor. I cannot really
see any difference between Canadians—
especially those who live in the provinces
nearest New York—and the citizens of
the United States. To all intents and
purposes, we are one. The boundary
g;:let is imaginary. That is all there is

It simply happens that our Canadian
friends do not want to belong to the
United States—and I think probably
there is some argument in their favor in
that regard. But that does not alter the
fact that Canada is a very great nation.
As I said before, Canada is our closest
friend among all the other nations of the
world. Canada means more to us as a
friend than do all the other nations of
the world combined. We stand together
on the North American continent one
and inseparable. We are not divided in
any sense of the word, when the welfare
of the people of the continent is at stake.

Mr. ATIKEN, I thank the Senator from
New York. It might be interesting to
know that in 1957, 53,522,956 persons
crossed the border between the United
States and Canada, traveling from one
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country to the other. That figure is so
enormous that it is almost hard to
realize,

The Senator from New York and I,
living where we do, almost instinctively
forget the boundary line and forget that
Canada, technically, is a foreign country.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr, Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ATKEN. 1 yield.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I regret

exceedingly that because I was attending
a committee meeting I did not have the
opportunity to hear the address of the
Senator from Vermont on the subject of
United States-Canadian relations. But
I want to identify myself with his speech,
because I know that his position and
mine are the same. I also commend the
Senator from New York [Mr, Ives] for
the fine words which he expressed con-
cerning our relationship with Canada.
Although my State does not border on
Canada, we in New Jersey fully realize
the importance of good relations between
the United States and Canada. I am
wholeheartedly in favor of what the Sen-
atti:é‘s from Vermont and New York have
said.

From a purely personal standpoint,
throughout my life I have had the good
fortune to journey to Canada practically
every year. I have traveled back and
forth among those fine people almost
every year since I was a small boy, partly
for recreation and partly for other
Teasons.

So I feel very deeply, as does the Sen-
ator from Vermont, that our relationship
with Canada is one of the most impor-
tant, if not the most important, which
we have in the entire world. Especially
on this continent, it is essential that we
maintain our warm friendship and the
world-breaking record of having a
boundary as long as that between
Canada and the United States with no
idea and no thought of any fortification
or stoppage of travel or trade between
the two countries.

I commend the Senator for his excel-
lent speech.

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator
from New Jersey. On my frequent visits
to Canada, I have noticed that automo-
biles bearing New Jersey license tags are
Very numerous.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. That is
very true.

Mr. AIEKEN. I am sure that the peo-
ple of New Jersey appreciate the hos-
pitality of the Canadians and know
where to go to have a good vacation.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. ATIKEN. I yield.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I asso-
ciate myself with what has been said
about the importance of maintaining our
traditional friendship with the people of
Canada.

Within the past year, a very dear
friend of mine has gone to Canada. He
had some relatives there. Since he has
been there, he has written to me 2 or 3
times about the attitude and the misin-
formation which has developed in cer-
tain quarters. He now operates a radio
station there and expects to do what he
can to improve our relationships.

Mr.
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I shall send him a copy of today’s
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD containing the
remarks of the able Senator from Ver-
mont, which have been supplemented by
the remarks of other Senators, as evi-
dence of a desire on the part of the
United States Senate to maintain good
relations with our neighbor to the north.

DIVERSE RESEARCH AT THE UNI-
VERSITY OF WISCONSIN

Mr. WILEY, Mr. President, this morn-
ing it was my pleasure to present a state-
ment to the Senate Committee on Gov=
ernment Operations, which is holding
very important hearings on S. 3126, a bill
to establish a Department of Science and
Technology.

This subcommittee, under the distin-
guished chairmanship of my colleague,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Humparey], and including such able
members as our associate, the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. Curris], the Sena-
tor from Missouri [Mr. SymmncToN], the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Taurmonpl, the Senator from Maine
[Mrs. Smrtal, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Martinl, and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Lauscue], has been hearing
testimony from such outstanding leaders
as Dr. Alan Waterman, of the National
Science Foundation, on the problem of
how best to make available the prompt
results of peaceful scientific research.

In my own statement, as filed with the
subcommittee, I stated my agreement
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with the subcommittee’s theme about the
importance of making the universities of
this land great centers of discovery and
dissemination of scientific data to a far
greater extent than is already being
done.

I have been pleased to point out on
many occasions that the universities of
this country are even more than great
educational centers; they are advance
outposts of discovery; they are the van-
tage points from which unhindered
minds can venture forth in the explora-
tion of the unknown.

Naturally, being most familiar with
such discoveries by my own alma mater,
the University of Wisconsin, I am
pleased to cite the University at Madi-
son as one of the great such outposts.

This morning, I received from Dean
Lindley J. Stiles, of the School of Educa-
tion, a most interesting summary of the
research projects which have been car-
ried on at the university during the past
decade or so.

The summary was compiled with the
assistance of the famous Prof. Merle
Curti, whose name is so highly esteemed
in higher education in our land.

Dean Stiles’ list covers the broad
gamut of sciences—the so-called exact
sciences—and the social sciences. We
see here men’s searching for facts in
the fields of sociology, anthropology, so-
cial work, political science, rural sociol-
ogy, journalism, agricultural specialties,
geography, economics, education, and
psychology. We see here how a great
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State university provides answers in
considerable part of direct use to the
people of the State, themselves, in addi-
tion to being of use elsewhere.

I send to the desk this list,

I do so because I think that those of
us who are concerned with legislation
should take time now and then to re-
acquaint ourselves with the excellent
variety of work which is done in our
centers of higher learning, particularly
with their research projects.

These are the diverse fields into which
men are venturing because they feel an
inner need to contribute to man’s
knowledge of himself and of his envi-
ronment. Researchers feel obligated to
themselves, to their university, to the
community of sciences, to advance
men’s frontiers, the intellectual fron-
tiers of the spirit.

In my judgment, we must have far
more research than we now have.
American industry is spending $7'% bil-
lion on research this year. Govern-
ment has its responsibilities, not simply
in military research, but in civilian re-
search, as well.

And the universities of the United .
States have their responsibilities, too,
and must be enabled to fulfill those
responsibilities.

I ask unanimous consent that Dean
Stiles and Professor Curti’s enumeration
be printed in the body of the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorbp, as follows:

Ezamples of research in the social studies al the Universily of Wisconsin, 1948-58

Field Bubject Title and/or content Person
Bociology and Wi in prehistory....| Arch 1 work In selected counties resulting in definition of new cultural complexes and | Baerris, David A,
Anthropology. clarification of relationships between ups already known (B
Do Archeology Cooperation in excavation in several Arikara sites in Missouri Basin of South Dakota {1955).-_..-. Do,
Do ---d0 Description of some 75 sites previously excavated in northeastern Oklahoma (currently)eeeeeeeeee.- Do,
Do. Zouloe? Interrelationships of htoln%cal and cultural change (currently)....__ Dao.
PO st Ethnological history....| Contempor: Indian lems, particularly in reference to the Potawatomi (currently) Do,
Bociology Riisfaifg'dm ts on Wurld War I German youth In concluding ehapter of Von Barette Behwankt | Becker, Howard,
e
Cghmp;;tjion ml%{ publlcaf.lon of studies In black (subversive) propaganda during World War II and Do,
er
Changes in the Soclal Stratification of Contemporary Germany. Do,
In Defense of Morgan's Grecian Gens: Ancient Kinship and Btratlﬂmt!ou. 106066 . oo eicnenanina Do.
-| Chureh and State in tho o ge g RIS R o RS SRS A Do.
For a Science of S8pcial Man: Convergences in Anthropology, S8ociology, and Psychology. Studies Do,
on interrelationshi 1054
Field Work Among ottish Shegherds and German Peasants: Wholes and Their Handlicaps, 1956. Do.
Modern Sociological Theory in Continuity and Change Beck: B
Kmdunts studenta.
The Black Market: A Study of White Collar Crime; Vandalism as a subtype of juvenile delinquency , M
and its relation to a ghag'mup subculture,
The iiil‘rer]:mes inrole vior of Negro st lents from ted colleges attending a nonsegregated Do,
univers:
R Soclology—Criminology.| A compumblve study of erime and dvll‘m}|1 cy in Bweden ineluding a eross-cultural replication of Do.
the relation of urbanism to eriminal behavior. 1054
Do. Boclology The ael .,.v l De ism Behavior: A monograph on the role of the tavern as an institution in Do.
contem
Do. do Five tr&us!&tlcns (lnclt:dh'tg reorganization and Interpretation) of Max Weber's major works (Signl- | Gerth, Hans M
ficant Contribution to American Sociologlm Theory):
From Max Weber: Essays in Soclology, 1946.
Max Weber, The Religion in China: %onmtﬁnnlsm and Taoism, 1951,
Max Weber, Ancient Judaism, 1952
Max Weber, The Hindn Socioty,
Max Weber, The Religion oi Indla Buddhism and Hinduism, 1958.
2 et ELTERR Y BRC do. Tmns]atlou of Karl nn.nfa Freedom Power and Democratic P Do.
£ e ) R do. Character and Social Swmhw Gecrtl%.anns M.; Mills,
. Wright,
Do. do Translation of proceedings of the First International, 1958 Gerth,
o AR R Anthropology . ccecacaaae ‘\{cthods und tochniques for el uddatlng the migrations Laughlin, Wm, 8,
Do —eeedo. 1 achlevements of Aleuts, as anatomy, medlml m:\d health practices which constitute a | Laughlin  and Marsh,
major thematie element of thelr eulture, a. H.
o sl SOt M do. Sturdy of Idaho Basques, the interdependence of genetic phenomena and culturally directed systems | Gray, M. P,
of mating,
Do. do. Improved existing techniques for the detection of blood group subst In skelet b com- Do.
narlson of extinet gupulation.s with living survivors.
Boclal work do. w Dinfntine ﬁttll.l v the division for children and youth, Wisconsin Department of Public | Kadushian, Alfred,
ol ourren|
Do. do Interview Obsurvat lons as a Teaching Device. 1956. Do.
N s L L do Social I.agls!ation revision of. 1957 Clarke, Helen I,
Do wee-do American Social Work T} Miles, Arthur P,
Folitical science....| Urban development..... Urhnntdti:elgrmen: séupdy The Fui'isuar.o of Citles and Urban Redevelopment; Urban Redevelop- | Woodbury, Coleman.
ment: Problems an
Do eesnees| Forelgn policy....eee---| English Government and Iorelg:n Britain: U: Ally. 1054 Epstein, Leon,
Do Tolitics o<t Politics in W in{ eurrent) polley; s e
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Ezamples of research in the social studies at the University of Wisconsin, 1948-58—Continued
Field Bubject Title and/or content Person
tical sclence__..| Forelgn affalrs__________ The Administration of Ameriean Foreign Aflalrs. 1080. . . o oo ool MeCamy, Tames,
Poli Do L | Rivers: Sodal, political Sols.'ial n;n%l !ltéclal pﬂ:boig?s eonmmﬂvlth water resources and rivers: Dark M issourl (1957) and | Haurt, Hanry' %
ew India's Rivers
Do. Russia Ukrainian Nationalism, 1039-45 (1055); The Soylet Bureaucratic Elite (current), Soviet forelgn | Armstrong, John.
nﬁlicv. 1 : administration, political research, and odi C mo ouk-
side Russia,
Tax ... Tax administration, recently at State level. 1958_ Penniman, Clara.
Legislation _. . __.___. Leglslative behavior; regulation of the natural gas industry Huitt, Ralph,
Latin America Latin American Enlitius and government; Latin American structure of power-.____.___________.._... Stokes, Wm.
Paxtbosk- . Revision of 0261 Ray's text in American Government., 1957 . _.___ Young, Bm,
do On American Government_ .. ... ... MeCam;
_____ d Basie text in field of international relations Pl‘ankucimn Liewellyn.
Government Local level problems of government in Wi I Bureau- Govt.rnmont
Donaghue, James.
i e e Civiirights_ .. ... . The Defendant’s Rights, | surveys of constitutional law. 1058__ Fellman, David,
Rural sociology Coneept of town-country in interde; ence. How varlous specific rural institutions provide the | Kolb, John H.
basis for rural soclal strueture and culiure,
e R e TR R Psychology .- . cecnaceaa.-| Study of child training as related to nality (ehallenged Freudian conception). Studies of | Sewell, William,

factors assoclated with intelligence ratings and occupational choice of farm versus nonfarm children
(dispelled erronecus notlons of differences, w. eé)omtmg up limitations of country environment),
The impact of mpuhﬁon shifts into industrialized areas and the problems of out-migration In low-
eSO
'{he m.appinn: of { nationality backgmund of rural areas of Wi in.

How family values and m‘lntlanshlmsﬂm decisions to adopt new farming technigues.
The process of decision making in
on the farm and in the home.

farm family and how personal and family goals aﬂ‘ect degisions
The role of county extension agents in Wisconsin,

Marshall, Douglas,

Dao.
Wilkening, E. A,

Do,

Do.

; Farmer und 1g of some of the terminology used by soil speelalists, 1957 A%!cuituml Journalism
e t.
Do o 11} Fa(rmer c?;nprelwns!.on of graphs widely used to present price trends, market outlook and the like X
curren
leulture—Eco- | Farm management......| The utilization of forage on the farm in order to minimize the cash outlays for purchased feeds.._... Agrienltaral economi
“nromiee. n economic evaluation DI the nppllcatkm of fertilizers and the resulting crop responses. gdl;purtmunt, e
Smdinsm farm leases in order that equitable treatment may be accorded both proprictor and tenant,
Studies of soll conservation and evaluatlon [ soil conservation practices.
The role of off-farm employment in dev ment.
The significance of credit in catablishl.ng yotms armers on farms and as an eéffective production fac-
tor in o] ting older established
Faetors which make for low-cost Iarm production on dalry and hog producing farms (current),
The significance of growing veuetahles in relation to other enterprises on the farm (current).
LT e O e Marketing. ... -—eceee..-| The pricing of veal calves (es hing practices give inadequate attention to calf gy bl Do.
Marketing cull dalry cattle (the necessity of greater organization to Im ining power,
more Information for farmers necessary to properly evaluate cull catt % for slaugllter ) The market-
ing of nonfat milk solids. The problems and costs of bulk handling of milk.
P:gcur?mtem policies and practices of dairy p ing firms, i dl prloa and nonprice competi-
ve factors.
Costs and efficlencys of wholesale milk distribution in the Milwaukee market.
Studies to ascertain consumer acceptance of (nonsterile) concentrated milk,
Changes in the market structure for potatoes in the North Central States. Ananalysis of the costs of
roviding rural eloctrical energy.
Do, Land d The legal and economic aspects of wateruse. ... Do,
The utilization of lands in the Menominee Indian Rcsarvatlon. including recreational uses and
= agricultural and forestry land divisions.
Study dealing with recreational Jand and water In rural Wisconsin (current).
The economic aspects of highway loecation in Wisconsin from the standpoint of the effect on farms
and agricultural lands (current).
Do. Farm maz t Measurement and appraisal of effects of agricultural programs on the dairy industry and on con- Do.
sumers.
Do. Marketing g ! i t and analysis of improving methods, techniq and practices in marketing eggs Do.
curren|
Agricoltural  |..... TR e st E i s Pricing and trade practices for grain and grain products (current) =i Dao.
economy, Cueﬁ.s mu(i margg:s involved In the manuf; and ing of rindless block and processed
cheese (current).
Changes In market strueture large scale organization and operations In the dairy and i egetable
processing industries (current).
Geogaphy Urban... Urban geographic theory, as the concept of economic base with case studies of cities Al der, John V,
0. do. Chnnges of location of manufacturing in the United States Do.
Do --..do hit-rate structures In Wisconsin. ... ......... Dao.
Do Historical Stu y nI t‘fm cha.n ing gmmghlm of the Atlantic Provinees of Canada: Demonstration of the Clark, Andrew H.
method cance ol historical geography as a dimension of economic and social history.
Do eu=-d0. .| Historical grogru{x‘::y of Prince Edward Islan (1%& .............................................. Do.
Do. Political Wﬁrld g.a.r . tics and Geography, the Challenge of Our Times; the Franco-German Hartshorne, Richard.
oun of 187
Do Land use ch American Orchard and Vineyard Regions. How complex pattern of agriculturalland use developed | Olmstead, Clarence W,
and cause over space through time,
Do.............| Cartographer.......-....| A Method for Descrlblng Quantitatively the C of Gtﬁraphlml Distributions........ Robinson, Arthur H,
Do - -~ do; The Look of Maj beory and method of as an gssential tool in research and presenta- Do,
tion in the social sclenms
DO0uerenenensenx| Cultiral ghr rh:r. «=--| Direction of major diaelgllnary project (fleld) of social and economic problems of Venezuelan Andes | Sterling, Henry 8,
%ocia% ::-Il:tl lm’m ogy. (vmuésggwmrls) nitiation of long-term study of frontier settlement in high latitudes from | Stone, Kirk H.
1ral (s} . n to
Do Population. ... Patiers A MohosrbRg oh popilation of Ohilna, Alrlos, Tadie, and Korea Glenn T. Trewartha.
I.llmrllietn and cultural geography of eastern and southern Asia particularly China, Kores, Japan, and
Economics Labor. Studies in hlstory, nature and structure of trade unlonlsm; the soclal security system; labor legisla- | Department of  eco-
tlion, eoll ?hct ve bargaining; the effects of trade union action on income distribution, prices, and em- nomics,
ploymen
Do. Public fi Btudies on various types of taxation (income, property, an taxation) . Do.
Tax administration and methods of improving complZmee (luciudlns several Wisconsin tax system
Cum nﬂvo tax studies (American to various foreign
Studf:gm lﬁ!e !lmitum ofﬂausinm organizations (incluslmx uublic utilities) and their methods of
COS| Aan cing.
Do E ic development. St{.ltgtes ond% economic dr:vhetlopment of various foreign countries, their income distributing popula- Do,
n, any el
Do. International trade......| A vurfoty of stuirfil;\s on international trade, the terms of trade, and the structure of American foreign Do.
Do Theory. - Vnrtety of studles. Do.
behavior of the firm under conditions of eompetition, monopoly, and oligropoly,
'I‘he factors influencing ineome distribution.,
Economie growih,
The problem of unemploymnnt and inflation and its canses and remed
Do, History. Studies on_ diff hlsmry, especially the history a[ credit institutions and Do,
mdit poli(;{ of various rml.gl
Do.....caeeeee-| Intellectual history......| The economtc th t' sevoral stndles on the problem of the aged Do,
Com do. Those samesanv social climate that are attractive to industry. B :‘ﬂ‘ 'k: re-
search servi
Do, Historical The kinds of industries that have found Wisconsin's environment and social climate Iavouble_...J ‘Do,




Ezxamples of research in the social studies at the University of Wisconsin, 1948-58—Continued
Fisld Bubject Title and/or content Person
Commerce. .| Legal subsidies. ...ee---| The effect of subsidles on industry to determine whether the community and Statc benefited from | Bureau of business
- loeal policies of monetary incentive to industries being solicited. search and service. i
Do. do mw o hi.. Analysis oti Construction; an attempt to apply mathematical formulas to explain Do,
e ¢ netuati ol 1 V.
JournaliSm....e....| American press history.. Gri'ngrt relcmgg lt:u;gvmg the freedom of press and the relationship of the press and Government dur- | Nelson, Harold L.,
T COLOTL A
'he historical standard In aml{:mk press ?errormams.
DO.-ooencenne==| Publie relations.........| The history of public relations in this eountry....__..__. Cutlip, Seott.
Do somene| ‘Clvillibertles. ..o eamee A study of the tment of new civil liberties in the press of the United States.._ ... L R Higbie Charles F.
a Politics The character and distribution of political information and comment presented by the press and | Higble C. F.
radio of Wisconsin during recent lecture campaigns.
Do. Televisi Probl of educational television (involving areas of theory attitudes and reception of materials | Westley Bruce H. and
by lis ). i&sggiam U W-T.V.
@ mw:%.
DO..ovmrnnmmnnn| NOWS SOUICES.cemeneennan | The diffusion of news: the source of the information received by the people on unexpected events | Danielson Wayne.
(including attitudes and affects of news.)
Do, PR 1) Field surveys dealing with the interest of readers and listeners in various kinds of news. ...........| School of journalism,
Nafziger, R. 0., direc-
T.
Eduecation.........| Administration.........| The County Superintendency in Wi in, 1057.. Grege, Russell T.
Do. ioiodo A Btudy of the Intermediate Unit of Educational Administration (concluded intermediate unit is | Watson, George E.
ded, 1 tW county superintendency is now inadequate to meet need; criteria for
adequate intermediate unit established.)
DO cecasicns-e-| Finance. --| State Financial Support and Educational Planning. 19563 anikec?, InlmEG.; Wat-
son, L1a0r) .
Do...coceanses-| Personal costs...........| Personal Expenditures for High Bchool Education. 1051 (the nature and magnitude of costs to | Gregg, Bs:nsell T4
pupils attending Wi i dary schools and the relationship of these costs to certain factors 8chultz, R. E,
pertaining to the Bu ils, the family, and the school),
DO.coenncnsnn--| Lay leadership..........| Identification and tﬁu.atlnn of Opinion Leaders in School District Raorg)nntmt!on 1052 (ways | Jensen, T. J,
and means of gaging and utilizing publie opinion In the solution of educational pmbfoms).
Do Finance The formulation of State Publie Behool Finance Policy in Wisconsin, 1054. (The roles of the levis- | Hornbostel, Vietor D,
lature, Governor, superintendent of publie instruction, supreme court, and special interest groups.)
Do. Tax. The 8hared Income Tax and Public 8chool Support in Wisconsin, 1956, (Relation of States sharing | Nygaard, J, M,
of income tax with municipalities to the financing of education.)
Do iieceoo.| Administration. ooaenna A 25-year longitudinal study of newly formed central school districts (1947-78)..____. enmmsnesssesesr| Kroitlow, Burton.
Do Skills Studies in learning skills (including iwriting, reading, spelling and arithmetic) orrick, V.; Harris, T.;
tberman, P.; Rarick,
Do, C 1i A 9-year study of the effect of counseling services on adolescents (guidance provides measurable help | Rothney, John.
to students in making voeational and emotional adinstments after high school) (currently).
Do Currl study hab- | Studies in curricular patterns involving core curriculum, sclence and mathematics oflerings, and | Krug, Edward: TLitt
its. study patterns of high-school students, Kenneth; Liddle, Clif-
= ford; Pella, Milton.
Do Higher education. . ...... | Studles in higher educatlon (current) Little, Liddle, Fowlkes.

Andiovisnal ... ..
Gifted and slow learners.

The use of films in teaching high school physics (enrrent)
Studies of slow learning and gifted children (current)

Wittick, Walter.

Jenson, Kai; Ringness,
Thomas; k]ausmaler.
.lrlorhwt: Stanley,

u s
Rothney, John, and
School of Education,
School of Educati

: 11 SERSREIISAE ) Gifted children..........| Study to improve techniques for early identifieation of highly gifted children with a special guidance
clinie to help parents and teachers (current).

74 ) LR R, Intergroup relations...__ 8tudy of progrims for demoeratic intergroup relations in the publie school

Do, Safety Bafety education projeet....... - veoeeeeoccmac e nneanae L e L S e S e e

Do. Aged Liberal Education in an Age of Leisure, Explorations in the Development of Edueational Programs
for Older Adults (3-year research on changing life patterns of 50-year-old adults and over, and
explorations in liberal education for Individual growth, a nonvocational orlentation) (current).

Psychology. Anxiety The and measnrement of amdeti (reactions of subjects to experimentally Induced anxiety;

reliability of heart rate change and skin electrical resistance as indices of moment to moment
fluctuations in anxlety level and emotional response).

DO.occmneneaa--| Therapentic technlque..| The effect of different therapeutic technigues on mildly disturbed Individuals (current). ooceeeoo.|

Do, Psychotherapy The phsylologieal varintions during the course of Esychothom?y (Implications for treatment for
(Ematlontz;l]y disturbed; better understanding of the process of personality and attitude change)

current).
D e Group problem solving..| Factors Influeneing group problem solving

o | O —

Brain leslons. ....ccoaaeae-

ﬂndin&that members of interdependent groups work
harder on common group tasks than group members who reach their goals independently of cach
other. The variables that affect the judgments made by one person about another ﬂnging that
co!tofa students have more liking for judges who give them reliable information and {ess liking for
unreliable judges, even though the latter give the students more favorable evalusiions of th ir
performance (current).

The eflect of brain lesions upon various aspects of behavlor of subhuman primates (semsory activity,

artin, Ba r
Lundy, Richard M.
0.
Roger: Martin, and
¥,

Gilchrist, J. C.; Berko-
witz, L. N.

Harlow, Harry P.; Mas-

ing, problem solving, ete.). on, Wm. A,
The effects radioactive induced leslons upon varlous aspects of behavlor of subhuman lm—lmates
pmli:gnn?crg resl:}ts indicate such lesions may lead to total loss of learned behavior), followed by
recovery (current).
Years of research upon the intellectual capacities of subhuman primates (learning ability similar to
oung children or deéfective adults); the formation of “learning sets.”
The growth and behaylor of the infant and young monkey (development of mechanieal “‘psendo-
mothers'), emotional attack t of key to | thers {lar and as strong as that of
response to real mother,
D9..-eaeeneen--| Industrial psychology...| Refinement of measures of self-expressed interests for use in selection of sales personnel (eurrent)____| Smith, Carl; Wedell,
The use of various psychologleal techniques to help in the solution of personnel problems in industry._|  Carl; Kennedy, James;
The difficulty of generalizing the applications of industrial psychology from one situation to another..|  Bridgam, C, 8.
Do do. Opinion surveys of industrial employecs Smith, Wedell, Ken-
2, y nedy, Bridgam,
Do. do. ¥ selectlon for Industry Do.
VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOS- Legion in South Dakota to the closing of Mr. THYE. Mr. President, at this

PITAL, SIOUX FALLS, S. DAK.
CASE of South Dakota.
President, this morning I received a tele-
gram from the South Dakota adjutant
of the American Legion, Walter Travis,
pertaining to the proposed closing of one
ward in the Veterans’ Administration
hospital in Sioux Falls due to budgetary

Mr,

limitations.

This telegram expresses the opposition
of the State department of the American

the ward. The telegram is a formal res-
olution adopted by the Legion in its State
convention just ended.

I desire to call to the attention of the
Senate the fact that a similar problem
affects many hospitals of the Veterans’
Administration throughout the country.
I particularly wish to urge that the Ap-
propriations Committee give the matter
its early attention.

Dakota yield to me?
The PRESIDING

Mr.

ator from Minnesota?

JACKSON in the chair).
tor from South Dakota yield to the Sen-

Mr. CASE of South Dakota.
Ihave the right to do so.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, as a mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee,
the same question has been called to my

point will the Senator from South

OFFICER (Mr.
Does the Sena-

Iyield, if
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attention; and I took it up with the Ad-
ministrator of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion, Mr. Whittier. I know there will be
a reconsideration of the Executive order
in regard to the proposed closing of the
various units of Veterans’ Administra-
tion hospitals, because at no time have I
not had in my files or on my desk letters
from veterans or their families who seek
admission to hospitals, but who invari-
ably are told by the hospital authorities,
“We have no space for you.”

Therefore, I cannot concur in the pro-
posed closing of any sections or wards or
divisions of Veterans’ Administration
hospitals, in that their closing would
deny to veterans who are in great need
of hospital care an opportunity to be
hospitalized.

So I have worked on the matter. Last
evening I obtained information—in fact,
I released it to the press—in regard to
the Veterans' Administration hospital in
Minneapolis and the fact that there will
be no closing of any ward or section of
that unit.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, I am particularly glad to
have that comment by the Senator from
Minnesota, because the ward closing to
which the order is directed is in the
Royal C. Johnson Memorial Hospital at
Sioux Falls, S. Dak., which is imme-
diately adjacent to southwestern Minne-
sota; and a great many veterans in
Minnesota have been hospitalized at
that hospital. In fact, a considerable
portion of the people of southwestern
Minnesota look to Sioux Falls, S. Dak.,
to supply veterans’ hospital facilities for
some of those patients.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the
Senator from South Dakota will yield
further to me, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed at this point in the
REecorp the press release I issued last
evening.

There being no objection, the release
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Senator Epwarp J. THYE (Republican of
Minnesota) received support of his position
concerning beds recently made available at
the Fort Snelling Veterans Hospltal in St.
Paul, Minn. Sumner Whittler, Director of
the Veterans' Administration wrote Senator
TAYE on June 24, to the effect that the
Bureau of the Budget had reversed its earlier
poaltlon on the matter.

A total of 23 beds, formerly used in the
tuberculosls ward, were transferred to gen-
eral and surgical patlent use as a result of
the Bureau of the Budget approval. The
beds had been closed because of the de-
cline in the number of tuberculosis patients.

Senator TayYE had supported the position
of the Veterans’ Administration and had
held for Bureau of the Budget approval.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, in addition to the current
need for medical attention for our vet-
erans, as cited in the telegram, I should
like to point out to the Senate that once
service is curtailed in any of the Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals it is
almost impossible to regain the service
when needs become more urgent,

I hope the Appropriations Committee
will take action to keep open every Vet-
erans’ Administration hospital ward in
the country, including the one at Sioux
Falls, 8. Dak. If the Veterans' Admin-
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istration has not given a complete picture
on its budget needs to the Appropriations
Committee, it should be directed to do
so at once.

Our veteran population is growing, and
its medical needs are increasing. It is
inconceivable to me that in the face of
that situation restrictions which would
decrease the service would be imposed on
our Veterans’ Administration hospitals.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp the complete text of the resolu-
tion which was transmitted to me by tele-
gram from the American Legion, Depart-
ment of South Dakota, meeting in Huron,
S. Dak., at its annual State convention
the forepart of this week.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the Recogb,
as follows:

HURON, 8. DAR., June 24, 1958,
Hon. FranNcis CAsE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

The American Legion Department con-
vention meeting here Tuesday, June 24,
adopted this resolution and directed that
copy of it be dispatched to you immediately:

“Whereas the rehabilitation of our dis-
abled comrades is the first concern of the
American Legion; and

“Whereas we have been advised that there
is now a proposal to reduce the operating
plan of the Royal C. Johnson Memorial Hos-
pital located at SBioux Falls, 8. Dak, from
an operating plan of 270 beds to 247 beds;
and

“Whereas this will result in the abandon-
ment of ward 3 north with a rated bed capac-
ity of 43 beds; and

“Whereas as the result of a careful in-
vestigation it has been determined that a
reduction of the bed capacity from 270 avail-
able beds to 247 beds for treatment of vet-
erans residing in the eastern half of South
Dakota, the southwestern section of Minne-
sota, the northwestern section of Iowa, and
the northeastern section of Nebraska will
not be adequate for this purpose; and

“Whereas the Congress of the United
States has expressed themselves as being
cognizant of this and has increased the pro-
posed appropriation for the financing of Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals by increas-
ing the proposed amount provided for that
purpose from $700 million to §717 million;
and

“Whereas it 1s our considered opinion that
this sum is still not sufficlent to maintain
the high standard of medical care for the
veterans of this area without the reduction
of a number of beds when the increased
costs of supplies, drugs, wage board increases
in salary, and additional expense including
civil-service retirement and accumulated an-
nual leave is taken into conslderation: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by this 40th Convention of the
American Legion, Department of South Da-
kota, That our Congressional delegation be
advised of our objection to the proposed re-
duction of presently rated bed capacity
and that they make every effort to provide
sufficient funds to properly operate all Vet-
erans’ Administration hospitals and espe-
clally the Royal C. Johnson Memorial
Hospital at Sioux Falls, 8. Dak., at the rated
bed capacity of 270 general medical and
surgical beds: It is further

“Resolved, That our Congressional dele-
gation from South Dakota be immediately
advised of the above Information and that
they be asked to use every possible effort
to provide sufficient funds to maintain the
Royal C. Johnson Memorial Hospital at a
bed capacity of not less than 270 beds and
that they use every effort to prevent the
closing of any ward in the Royal C. John-

June 25

son Memorlal Hospital thereby insuring ade-
quate and proper care of the veterans in
need of hospitalization in this area; and it is
further urged that sufficient and adequate
funds be provided for the operation of exist-
ing 255 general medical and surgical beds
in the Veterans' Administration hospital in
Hot Springs, 8. Dak., and for the operation of
720 N. P. beds at the Veterans' Administra=
tion hospital at Fort Meade, 8. Dak.”
WALTER TRAVIS,
Department Adjutant.

PROPOSED EXTENSION OF OPERA-
TIONS OF THE SMALL BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION

Mr. EASTLAND obtained the floor.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield to me, so
that I may propound a question to the
acting majority leader?

Mr, EASTLAND. Yes; provided I do
not lose the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Proxmige in the chair). Is there objec-
tion?  Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr, THYE. Mr. President, the ques-
tion I should like to ask the acting ma-
jority leader is this: The life of the
Small Business Administration will ex-
pire in July; but its loaning authority,
as I understand, will expire on June 30.
Therefore, the Small Business Admin-
istration is faced with the question of
what to do with loan applications which
will come before if.

Under the circumstances, I should like
to ask the acting majority leader about
the plan in regard to the taking of action
to extend the life of the Small Business
Administration. When can we hope to
have action on that matter taken?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The plan of the
leadership is to consider that measure
following the completion of action on the
Alaskan statehood bill. When the
Alaskan statehood bill will be disposed
of, I do not know. But I express the
hope—the cautious hope, I may say—
that our action on that bill will be com-
pleted by the end of this week. How-
ever, I would not bet on that.

As soon as our action on the Alaskan
statehood bill is completed, the Senate
will proceed to the consideration of the
bill in which the Senator from Minne-
sota has shown such great interest.

Mr. THYE, If the measure to extend
the life of the Small Business Adminis-
tration will be considered following the
completion of action by the Senate on
the Alaskan statehood bill, then—judg-
ing from the number of Senators who
have expressed a desire to speak on that
bill, and in view of the debate on it which
we can anticipate—I question whether it
will be possible for the Senate to act on
the Small Business Administration bill
this week.

Next Monday will be June 30; and at
that time the loaning authority of the
Small Business Administration will have
expired, and then a handicap will have
been placed on the operations of the
Small Business Administration. I do
not believe that would be wise procedure.
On yesterday, I said to some of my col-
leagues that it would not take long to
debate the Small Business Administra-

(Mr,
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tion bill. Personally, I am strongly in
favor of a permanent extension of the
life of the Small Business Administra-
tion; and an amendment on that sub-
ject is pending. I said it would not take
me more than 10 or 15 minutes to state
the reasons why I believe the agency
should be made a permanent one.

Mr. MANSFIELD. It may not be a
wise procedure, but it is not unusual pro-
cedure. It happens at almost every ses-
sion; and there is nothing to prevent any
such legislation, once it is enacted, from
being retroactive to the date of expira-
tion of the preceding legislation.

On yesterday, when I was approached
about this measure, I was given assur-
ances that it could be considered in 5 or
10 minutes, without much debhate, and
without any yea-and-nay votes. But
later I found that there were hindrances
to be considered; and on that basis it
was decided that the Senate would pro-
ceed with consideration of the Alaskan
statehood bill, and that the Small Busi-
ness Administration bill would be
brought up immediately following the
completion of action by the Senate on
the Alaskan statehood bill.

I know the Senator from Minnesota is
greatly interested in the Small Business
Administration bill and wishes to have
the agency made a permanent one. His
position is well known, and I am in ac-
cord with his views. But I believe it the
better procedure for the Senate to con-
tinue at this time with consideration of
the Alaskan statehood bill.

Mr. THYE. Of course it is certain that
when June 30 comes, the agency will not
be able to approve any loan applications,
because its lending authorization will
then have ended. Therefore, the life of
the agency is virtually in jeopardy, in
that then it will not be able to function.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from
Minnesota is correct.

Mr. THYE, If a continuing resolution
is required, I shall submit such a resolu-
tion to this body. Certainly no debate
would be required in connection with a
resolution to extend the life of the
agency for 30 days; and by so doing we
would not jeopardize its ability to ap-
prove loans and to make loans and to
continue to funetion in a normal way.

So if there is no assurance that action
on this matter will be taken today, I
shall submit a resolution; but I repeat
that it would not take me more than
15 minutes to make known my reasons
for requesting the adoption of my amend-
ment to make the agency a permanent
one, and then the Senate could vote the
amendment either up or down. There is
a committee bill which proposes a 3-year
extension, and the House has passed a
permanent legislative authorization. So
if my amendment were adopted the bill
would be immediately ready for confer-
ence or immediate Presidential signa-
ture.

Mr, MANSFIELD. I express the hope
that the chairman of the Small Business
Committee and his committee will have
a resolution ready on Monday, if the
Senate has not proceeded to the consid-
eration of the bill at that time.

Mr. THYE. I am now having drafted
a resolution, which I shall submit at a
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later time. It is notin my possession at
this time. Then the Senate could act
on the resolution.

Mr. President, while I have the floor, I
desire to refer to a telegram I received
from George J. Burger, vice president of
the National Federation of Independent
Business, with an address here in Wash-
ington. The telegram reads:

Acting officially on authority of our nation=
wide membership, approximately 100,000 in-
dependent business and professional men—
all voting members—in my appearances be-
fore Banking Committee of the Congress,
1953, we recommended SBA be made a per-
manent agency. Similar position taken be-
fore the Congressional Banking Committee,
1858. In our appearances before platform
committees of Democratic and Republican
National Conventions in Chicago and San
Francisco, 1956, we recommended the agency
be made a permanent agency. In five na-
tional polls of our entire membership through
the mandate, each poll disclosed majority
membership vote overwhelmingly in favor of
making SBA a permanent agency. Bear in
mind this is no individual officer speaking,
but the grassroots. All small business
and professional men trust that the Senate
at this time will recognize the voice of
small business representing independent
businessmen from the majority of States
in the Union and will make SBA a perma-
nent agency.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will
the acting majority leader yield?

Mr, MANSFIELD, I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am quite sure the
acting majority leader will have a fluid
attitude toward this matter——

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
had the floor, and I yielded to the Sena-
tor from Minnesota to ask a question.
I shall be glad to yield, but I want
unanimous consent that it does not con-
stitute one speech on this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I am
sure the acting majority leader will re-
main fluid on this matter. If there is a
convenient peint today or tomorrow in
which to include consideration of the
measure extending the Small Business
Administration, I am confident he will
entertain the matter and try to expedite
it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, provided it
can be done on a 5- or 10-minute basis,
with no amendments, and no rollealls,

POSSIBILITY OF VISIT BY HIS
ROYAL HIGHNESS SARDAR MO-
HAMMAD DAUD, PRIME MINISTER
OF AFGHANISTAN, AT 3 O'CLOCK
TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield for an
announcement?

Mr. EASTLAND.
same understanding.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
leadership has been informed that His
Royal Highness Sardar Mohammad
Daud, Prime Minister of Afghanistan,
will pay an official visit to the Senate
at 3 o'clock this afternoon. It is the
hope of the leadership that at that time

I yield with the
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the Prime Minister of Afghanistan will
make a few remarks and that the Sen-
ate will take a recess shortly afterwards,
This is merely the announcement of a
possibility to the Senate.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for yielding.

THE 160-ACRE LIMITATION OF THE
RECLAMATION LAW

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Mississippi may yield to me briefly.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
vield to the Senator from New Mexico
with the understanding that I do not
lose the floor, and that it will not be
construed that I have made 2 speeches
on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr, ANDERSON. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. President, on Monday the Supreme
Court of the United States handed down
a unanimous opinion in the so-called
Ivanhoe case, involving the 160-acre
limitation in the reclamation law, which
is of great importance to all States in
which there are irrigation projects. In
fact, the importance of the decision is
even broader than that, because it will
have an effect on all water resource de-
velopment programs in which the Fed-
eral Government participates.

The Ivanhoe case arose over the re-
fusal of the Supreme Court of the State of
California to confirm contracts for the
delivery of water by means of federally
constructed faecilities to the Ivanhoe Irri-
gation District and other water agencies
forming a part of the Central Valley
project, one of the greatest single irri-
gation projects ever undertaken by man.
The California court had held that the
contracts, to which the Secretary of the
Interior was a party, were invalid be-
cause the 160-acre limitation was con-
trary to California State law.

Squarely at issue was section 5 of the
Reclamation Act of 1902, providing that
“no right to the use of water for land in
private ownership shall be sold for a
tract exceeding 160 acres to any one
landowner,” and section 8 of the same
act, which provides that the statute is
not to be “construed as affecting or in-
tending to affect or to in any way inter-
fere with the laws of any State or Ter-
ritory relating to the control, appropria-
tion, use, or distributoin of water used
in irrigation.” It further provides that
in administering the act the Secretary of
the Interior shall proceed in conformity
with State water rights.

Interpreting this latter section, sec-
tion 8 of the 1902 Reclamation Act, the
California court reasoned that “when-
ever there is a conflict between the Fed-
eral reclamation laws and the laws of
the State, the law of California must
prevail.”

The United States Supreme Court,
however, in an opinion written by Mr.
Justice Clark, held that section 8 “mere-
1y requires the United States to comply
with State law when, in the construetion
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and operation of a reclamation project,
it becomes necessary for it to acquire
water rights or vested interests therein.”
The Court then asserts:

“The acquisition of water rights must
not be confused with the operation of
Federal projects,” and goes on to uphold
the 160-acre limitation as insuring that
Federal expenditures for reclamation will
“not go in disproportionate share to a
few individuals with large land holdings.
Moreover, it prevents the use of the Fed-
eral Reclamation Service for speculative
purposes.”

However, Mr. President, there is noth-
ing whatever in the opinion that indi-
cates that the 160-acre limitation is in
any way sacred in itself. On the con-
trary, the Court specifically recognizes
the power of Congress to change the
limitation or to exempt certain projects
from 1t, as we did in the 83d Congress in
the Santa Maria project. It should be
made clear to every Member of the Sen-
ate that, in many areas, 160 acres will
not produce enough to support a family
under today’s costs for machinery,
transportation, and labor.

I am glad to see sitting in the posi-
tion of acting minority leader the able
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. BaRr-
rETT], who has been one of the chief
students of the 160-acre limitation, and
who is the author of proposed legisla-
tion pertaining to the 160-acre limita-
tion. In the recent hearings which I
was privileged to conduct as chairman of
the committee, the Senator from Wyo-
ming made what I think is a most val-
uable contribution to the thinking on
this subject.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. BARRETT. First, I thank the
Senator from New Mexico for his very
kind words. I may say to him that I
have read the decision of the Supreme
Court in the so-called Ivanhoe case. As
the Court very clearly pointed out, Con-
gress has reserved the right to waive,
and has on numerous occasions waived,
the limitation of the act for specific
projects.

The situation in the Mountain States
is entirely different from that in other
areas of the country. The 160-acre lim=-
itation will not permit a farmer to sup-
port a family, in many cases, in short
growing seasons, where the lands are lo-
cated in high altitudes. Certainly Con-
gress is acting wisely when it exempts
certain projects from the so-called limi-
tation.

Also, I was very much pleased that
the Zourt quite clearly pointed out the
distinction between the rule on the 160-
acre limitation and the question of the
right of the States to control and dis-
pose of the waters. Certainly nothing
was said in the opinion which would in-
dicate in the least that the States were
not acting wholly within their rights in
controlling the disposition of the waters.
As Justice Clark pointed out in the de=-
cision, the Bureau of Reclamation should
go to the States to acquire any water
rights it may desire or need for the
project in question.

Mr. ANDERSON. I am very happy
the Senator from Wyoming has made
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that statement. I was about to say that
immediately upon the announcement of
the Ivanhoe decision, many telephone
calls came to the committee and to me,
as chairman of the Subcommittee on
Irrigation and Reclamation, asking, “Are
we to understand that the Supreme
Court laid down the edict that the 160-
acre limitation is sacred, that Congress
cannot change it, and that it must apply
to every irrigation project?”

It was that concern which prompted
me to say today that although the Su-
preme Court acted, it did not make any
ruling of that nature. I am sure that
the Senator from Wyoming, having read
the opinion, will agree with me.

Mr. BARRETT. I certainly agree that
that understanding is clearly within the
rule laid down by the Supreme Court
in the Ivanhoe case. I say to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico now, as I have
said to him privately, that I am hopeful
his subcommittee will report the hill
which will authorize a limitation higher
than 160 acres for the Seedskadee proj=
ect in my State. It is one of the units
of the Upper Colorado River Basin proj=-
ect which will be ready for construction
later this year or early next year; but
before it can be feasible, the Bureau of
Reclamation indicates that it will be
necessary to enact legislation authoriz-
ing more than 160 acres, so that the
farmers can go onfto the project and
make a living for themselves and thzir
families.

I hope the Senator’'s subcommittee will
report to the full committee the bill
which I have introduced, exempting the
Seedskadee project from the limitations
of the act, at least so far as was recom-
mended by the Bureau of Reclamation.

Mr, ANDERSON. That recommenda-
tion has been made. So far as the
chairman of the subcommittee is con-
cerned, he is cognizant of that problem,
and he subscribes to what the Senator
from Wyoming has just said, namely,
that in the particular project referred
to, where the elevations are high and the
growing seasons are very short, and
therefore where the types of agriculture
is somewhat limited, there seems to be a
need for the exemption of the project.

A number of bills are before the Sub-
committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion which atftempt to deal with the
problem in different ways. Hearings
have been held on these matters, and
sharp differences have developed. It is
my hope that it will be possible to report
specialized bills dealing individually with
these problems, and that any questions
relating to the general proposal of a 160-
acre limitation may be resolved.

As the Senator from Wyoming knows,
I early supported the project in the San
Luis Valley of Colorado, where the eleva-
tion is about 5,000 feet, and where 160
acres would only permit a man to starve
slowly. I tried to help, in that instance,
to provide a sufficient-sized farming
operation so that an individual could
support himself very well.

Mr. BARRETT. - appreciate the
position which the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Mexico has taken on the
proposed legislation. I have not been
able to discern any difference of opinion
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between himself and myself on this
question.

The sole purpose of the bills is to make
it possible for a veteran or someone else
to locate on these irrigated projects and
at that time be able to support himself
and his family., Certainly there would
be no point in settling a farmer on a
project where he had no chance what-
ever to make a living,

Mr., ANDERSON. That is exactly
correct. The Riverton project, in the
Senator’'s State, illustrates what happens
when a veteran is given a piece of ground
and is given an opportunity to starve
slowly, rather than to starve rapidly.

The project has very wisely, under the
guidance of the senior Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. BarrerTr] and his col-
league [Mr, O'MaHONEY], been broad-
ened so as to make it possible for the
settlers to exist. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming, not only for his con-
tribution today, but for his steady con-
tributions in this field.

Mr. BARRETT. I thank the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President,
there are before the Irrigation and Rec-
lamation Subcommittee, of which I am
chairman, a number of bills which at-
tempt to deal with the problem in dif-
ferent ways. Hearings have been held
on these measures, and sharp differences
of opinion developed.

Justice Clark’s opinion will, I believe,
be of assistance to the members of the
committee and to the Senate in dealing
with these pieces of pending legislation.
In order that it may be conveniently
available, the text of the opinion will
be printed as a committee print by the
Senate Commitiee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs, with appropriate intro-
ductory statements setting it forth in
proper fashion.

Mr. President, I say that because we
have already received requests asking
whether copies of the opinion can be
obtained from the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs; and I want
the Members of the Senate and also the
Members of the House to know that the
opinion will be available and will be cir-
culated, in order that it may be studied
by all who are interested in irrigation.

Mr. President, in closing, I ask that
the remarks I have made and the com-
ments by the Senator from Wyoming be
printed in the RECORD preceding the ad-
dress by the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EasTLAND].

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Jackson in the chair),
tion, it is so ordered.

(Mr.
Without objec=

ALASKAN STATEHOOD

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield to
me for an insertion in the REcorp, with
the understanding that his rights will
not be damaged?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
yield for an insertion in the REcorbp,
provided I do not lose the floor, and pro-
vided it does not count as a speech on
my part.

Mr. EUCHEL. Mr. President, I have
before me an excellent editorial from
the Los Angeles Evening Herald Express
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for Thursday, June 12, 1958, entitled
“Will of the People.” It makes a strong
and convincing case in favor of state-
hood for Alaska. It reminds those who
read it that the people of the United
States have favored Alaskan statehood,
in polls which have been taken, by a
ratio of 12 to 1. It suggests one of the
controversies here present—which ought
not to be present—is an apprehension
on the part of some that Alaska may
add, under statehood status, two Sen-
ators whose allegiance will be to the
Democratic Party.

Here is one Republican Senator who
devotedly hopes Alaska will be admitted
to the Union, and that subsequently Ha-
waii, too, will be admitted to the Union
exactly as the platforms of both great
political parties have promised the
American people. Here is a Republican
Senator who contends that the partisan
complexion of the Territory of Alaska is
completely irrelevant in determining
whether this Territory should be ad-
mitted. I hope very much that the over-
whelming majority of my Republican
colleagues agree with me. I commend
this editorial to them and to my Demo-
cratic colleagues as well.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial to which I have
referred be incorporated in the Recorp
as one more persuasive piece of evidence
that Alaska statehood is long overdue.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WiLL. oF THE PEOPLE

On May 28, the overwhelming vote in the
House of Representatives in favor of Alaskan
statehood (208 to 168), reflected the will of
the people of America.

Thus, Alaska regained the same position it
held 8 years ago in its long quest for entry
into the Union.

At that time, March 3, 1950, the House
had okayed Alaskan statehood. The bill went
on to defeat in the Senate.

Once again this bill comes to the floor of
the Senate, possibly this week or next. The
sides are drawn and, unfortunately—victory
for Alaska will not come easily.

The heart of the present controversy is
whether the balance of power in the Senate
will be upset, Alaska being a Democratic
stronghold, and sure to add two Senators to
the Democratic majority.

This is the main stumbling block and, from
where we sit, the highest legislative body of
the land appears rather undignified in its
inability to surmount it.

President Eisenhower, in an effort to resolve
this bickering over representation, reminded
the Republican Senators of their party’s plat-
form pledge of Alaskan statehood.

But perhaps the Senators would do best
to remember that in cross-country polls, the
people have Ifavored Alaskan statehood
12to 1.

This fact alone should end the hesitancy
on the part of any Senator in voting in favor
of Alaska's statehood.

These mren have been placed in office by
the people to carry out the will of the people.

We trust the Senators will remember this
obligation and vote accordingly when the
Alaskan statehood bill comes before them.

POLITICAL IMMORALITY
Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield to me,

with the understanding that he does not
lose the floor?
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Mr. EASTLAND. I yield under the
same conditions as I yielded to the dis-
tinguished Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have incorporated
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks a
column which appeared this morning,
written by Roscoe Drummond, entitled
“Congress Reforms: Cleaning Up Own
Actions Urged.” I ask that it be printed
in the REcorp at this point as a part of
my remarks.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

CoNGRESS REFORMS: CLEANING UP OwN
AcTIONS URGED

(By Roscoe Drummond)

It will be hypocrisy of the worst kind if
the politicians succeed in filling the air with
such virtuous condemnation of Sherman
Adams that they can hide behind their own
pretensions and turn aside basic reforms
which need to apply to themselves as much,
if not more, than to many others,

The present tactic, apparently, is to so
becloud the issue with moral finger-pointing
at Mr. Adams that Members of Congress can
conceal their own gift, campalgn contribu-
tion, conflict-of-interest habits, which dwarf
those they so piously deplore, and end by
conveniently neglecting the remedies.

The politicians love to dispense scapegoats
as long as they can escape themselves. The
elected Republicans orate about General
Vaughan and the elected Democrats orate
about Sherman Adams even though their
own offenses are more pernicious.

One courageous voice is being raised in the
Senate this week to expose this conspiracy of
mutual tolerance among politiclans and to
condemn this protective device they have
against ever looking into the mirror at what
they themselves do.

The voice is that of the liberal Democratic
Oregon Senator, RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, who
asks these pertinent questions:

“When BSherman Adams committed his
errors of judgment in doing favors for his
friend, the public is being left to infer that
he did this because of Mr. Goldfine’s coats
and hotel suites. Yet is Sherman Adams any
more indebted to Mr. Goldfine for gifts than
a man who sits in the Senate or in a Gover-
notr’s chair is indebted to those who collected
$100,000 from big businessmen or from
trade-union political-education funds for his
campaign expenses?

“Is S8herman Adams, with his $2400 rug
and $700 vicuna cloth coat more obligated
to render unethical favors than is a Member
of Congress who is dependent every few years
on 20 times that amount from bankers, na-
tural gas and private utility owners and dis-
tillery executives to finance his billboards
and radio and TV shows?

“Is it morality for a Senator to collect $500
or #1000 speaking fees from many labor
unions or liberal groups and then to oppose
& Federal right-to-work law, but immorality
for Harry Vaughan at the White House to be
glven a deep freeze or Mr. Adams a coat?”

Senator NeUBERGER is not extenuating Mr.
Adams' mistake. (Mr. Adams had the de-
cency to admit his own imprudence.) Mr.
NeuBercer is pointing out that “Mr. Adams
is the victim of a system™ under which the
spending of large sums of money on politics
and on politicians is widely taken for granted
and he would like to see the politicians do
a little something about the system itself
besides moralizing at everyone but them-
selves.

There are three practical reforms which
would reach in the right direction.
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The regulatory agencles ought to be put
out of the reach of influence-pressure by
both legislative and executive officlals, At
the very least it should be a punishable of-
fense if any approach is made that is not a
part of the public record.

Presidential and Congressional elections
ought to be freed from massive contribu-
tions, which often involve underworld money,
lobby money, and appointment-hungry
money. President Theodore Roosevelt once
suggested that election costs should be de-
frayed by the Government. The Advertising
Council of America is this year undertaking
to raise election funds for both parties from
millions of contributors. That would be
good. Finally, is there any reason why Con-
gressmen should not apply the same laws
against “conflict of interest” to themselves
that they apply to others in Government and
provide for disclosure of their own gifts and
outside income?

Senator NEUBERGER'S central question is
very much to the point: Why is it that great
and unctuous breast-beating rises in Con-
gress over rugs, hotel bills and deep freezes
but strange silence prevails about millions
of dollars given to elect Presidents or a $500,~
000 fund to put a Senator in office?

Perhaps the politiclans hope the voters
won’t begin to ask questions like this. I
think they will.

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, Mr.
Drummond, typical of many of the
newspapermen writing today on the
Adams case, owes it to his readers to
point out some of the distinetions be-
tween concealed gifts and public, re-
corded campaign contributions. The
senior Senator from Oregon thinks the
time has come for the smear artists to
put up or shut up in respect to alleged
violations of conflict of interests by
Members of the Congress of the United
States. No one will fight harder to clean
up any proven conflict of interests on
the part of any Member of Congress than
the senior Senator from Oregon. But,
Mr. President, I am a little weary of
snide attacks on the Congress without
a bill of particulars backing up the at-
tacks, That goes for Mr. Drummond
and it goes for the Washington Post and
it goes for other newspapers which are
trying to place actions of Members of
Congress in the same class with the un-
ethical conduct of one Mr. Sherman
Adams.

Mr, President, I will support, as I said
in my speech yesterday, any program
which seeks to improve the election laws
of this country in respect to campaign
contributions; but it is about time that
someone pointed out what happens to
campaign contributions. They are a
matter of public record. Information
about them is made available to the
voters of a State with laws much as
Oregon and the voters of the State have
a list of the contributions made public.
In my State, certain information on
campaign contributions has to be pub-
lished in advance of election. We know
the requirement of the Senate is that
a report on campaign contributions must
bie made public 10 days before an elec-
tion.

Mr. President, as I said yesterday, it
is a part of our democratic system that
individuals in our society contribute to
a candidate’s finance committee. This
ought fo be pointed out by news-
papermen who are constantly show-
ing ignorance as to how campaign
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funds are raised, as indicated by the
kind of stories they are writing. Many
of them are misleading the public and
giving the impression that Members of
Congress act under a conflict of inter=
ests in respect to campaign contribu-
tions. They fail to document their
charges.

Some of us, Mr. President, take great
pride in the fact that we sit here, as our
voting record shows, and exercise an
honest independence of judgment on the
merits of proposed legislation as it comes
before us.

Mr. Drummond makes reference to a
right-to-work bill. Why is he not fair
enough to point out that in the Senate
of the United States, for example, time
and time again, Senators cast their
votes despite the attempt on the part of
the press to give a different impression,
quite contrary to what happens to be the
selfish interest of some group which may
have contributed to their campaigns.

Mr. President, campaign contributions
by and large are not made to candidates
for office. Contributions are made to
the campaign committee of the man run-
ning for office. The campaign contribu-
tions do not make a man a conservative
or a liberal. The man is a conservative
or a liberal at the time he announces his
candidacy for the Senate or for the
House of Representatives. It it only
natural, under our democratic processes,
that conservative groups and individuals
contribute to conservative candidates,
while liberal groups and individuals con-
tribute to liberal candidates.

May Isay, for the benefit of Mr. Drum-
mond and the Washington Post and
Times Herald, Mr. President, that what
we need to do, of course, is to adopt some
election reforms along the line of the
Neuberger bill, of which I happen to be
a cosponsor; or the Hennings bill, which
I have supported; or the Douglas bill,
which I have supported from the begin-
ning; or the Morse bill.

The Morse bill I may say for the bene-
fit of the Washington Post and Times-
Herald, has been introduced in the Sen-
ate by the senior Senator from Oregon
since 1946. The bill would require a
public disclosure of all the sources and
amounts of income and gifts of members,
not only of the Congress, but of the
executive branch of the Government as
well.

Mr. President, the great difference we
are talking about is the difference be=-
tween the public disclosure which goes
along with campaign contributions,
known to the voters as they come to
evaluate the candidates for office, and
concealed gifts, which may represent a
conflict of interest as in the Adams case.

My, President, this is no new problem
for the senior Senator from Oregon. I
have somewhat of a sense of humor about
it. I will say for the REcorp, since it
indicates the policy I have followed with
respect to gifts, that in 1956 there was
an individual of some wealth who
thought perhaps I would accept gifts for
my farm in Maryland. Although I had
told him I would not accept any gifts,
he had some livestock which he wanted
to give to me. I said I would buy the
stock at the market value, if he wanted
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to sell it, but that he could not give
it to me. I have a delightful friend,
who enjoys my hobby with me on the
farm, and without my permission he per-
mitted the livestock to come on to the
farm. The proposed donor was notified
that unless he got the livestock off the
farm within 3 days it would be deliv-
ered, at his expense, to the Meadowbrook
Saddle Club at Rock Creek Park. I made
clear to him, both by letter and word,
that I do not accept gifts of substantial
value and I wanted the livestock off the
farm forthwith. The livestock was taken
off immediately,

I mention that, Mr. President, because
I think the position I took in that in-
stance is the position which Member of
Congress after Member of Congress is
constantly taking. Those who think to
the contrary had better come forward
with a bill of particulars backing up their
insinuations against the Congress.

I say that also for the benefit of some
of the gentlemen in the Press Gallery
who seem to think that the Adams case
gives them an opportunity now, by in-
nuendo and insinuation, to smear the
Congress. I do not participate in, nor
shall I remain silent about, that kind of
nest-fouling tactics, whether by a Mem-
ber of Congress or by a member of the
press.

I say today that I think the record of
the Congress is a remarkably fine record
of freedom from conflict of interest.
Surely there are glaring examples now
and then, but the interesting thing is
that when such are brought forth to the
public view, the public takes care of the
culprit.

We have a responsibility for some elec-
tion reform laws. We have a responsi-
bility to make Members of Congress sub-
ject to the conflict-of-interest laws. I
have always supported such proposals
and shall continue to do so.

At the same time, let me say, Mr.
President, that in my judgment the im-
morality of a Sherman Adams is no justi-
fication for an attempt to besmirch the
Congress, which is, of course, subject to
the check of the ballot box, which is one
of the most effective means of producing
good behavior in the Congress of the
United States. All Members of Congress,
as I said yesterday, live in a glass house—
and they should. I am in favor of the
spotlight of public attention focused
upon the Congress and any Member of
Congress in case of any provable mis-
behavior.

But, Mr, President, in the Adams case,
in my judgment, there is a clear case of
wrongdoing. I do not think any Mem-
ber of Congress can justify any failure
to take action against Adams because
there may have been an unknown case of
misbehavior on the part of a Member of
Congress. Produce such a case, and the
senior Senator from Oregon will then
take exactly the same position against
wrongdoing on the part of a Member of
Congress, I may say for the benefit of
Mr. Drummond or anybody else in the
Press Gallery, as he takes with respect
to Mr. Sherman Adams,

Mr. President, I now ask unanimous
consent to have printed at this point in
the Recorp a letter I have sent to the
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Attorney General calling for an investi-
gation on the part of the Department of
Justice of the Adams case.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

JuNg 25, 1968.
Hon. WiLriam P. RoGERS,
Attorney General of the United States,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR MR, ATTORNEY GENERAL: In a speech
in the Senate of the United States on
June 24, 1958, I ralsed the question as to
whether or not Mr, Edward F, Howrey had
violated section 10 of the Federal Trade Com-
mission Act as a result of certain informa-
tion which he had supplied Mr. Sherman
Adams, as brought out by the hearings of
the Subcommittee on Legislative Oversight
of the House Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce on June 17,

I also ralsed the question as to whether
Mr. Adams had not violated the law In re-
spect to his course of conduct in relation to
the Federal Trade Commission as disclosed
by the hearings of the Subcommittee on
Legislative Oversight of the House Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. I
am enclosing tearsheets from the CoNGrES-
BIONAL RECORD, which set forth the comments
on this matter which I made in the Senate.
You will note that in that speech I stated,
“It is my intention to call upon the present
membership of the Federal Trade Commis-
slon to see to it that that violation of its
statute by its former Chairman, Mr. Edward
F. Howrey, is called to the attention of the
Attorney General of the United States, for
actlon, In order that there can be no mis-
understanding, however, I am also calling
this matter to the attention of Mr, William P.
Rogers, the Attorney General, so that there
can be no mishap or failure to consider the
prosecution of Mr, Howrey for his overt vio-
lation of section 10 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act.”

I respectfully call this matter to your at-
tention. If a thorough legal examination of
the Howrey and Adams incidents Indicate
that either one or both of these officials
violated the law, I am confident that you will
proceed with appropriate legal actlon.

Yours respectfully,
WAYNE MORSE.

TACONITE: SUCCESS IN A FREE
SOCIETY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President——

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr., President, I
will yield to the Senator from Minne-
sota under the same conditions on which
I yielded to the Senator from California
and the Senator from Oregon, under the
unanimous-consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
obection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, last
weekend I had the privilege of address-
ing an audience at Babbitt, Minn., at a
banquet commemorating the discovery
of taconite by Peter Mitchell 87 years
ago, and the founding of the town of
Babbitt itself.

It was a pleasure to renew my ac-
quaintance with such old friends as
Mayor Ben P, Constantine, of Babbitt;
Dr. E. W. Davis—“Mr. Taconite” him-
self—and Mr. William Kelley, president
of Reserve Mining Co., the industrial
pioneer in the field of taconite concen-
tration.

My remarks on that occasion reflected
not only upon the development of taco=
nite production itself, but also upon the
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lessons which a free society can learn

from this tremendous and successful un-

dertaking.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp an
address entitled “Taconite: Success in a
Free Society,” given at Babbitt, Minn.,
on June 21, 1958, and, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have a copy
of the program printed prior to the
address.

There being no objection, the program
and address were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

BaeprrT PioNEERS’ BANQUET HONORING BABBITT
PIONEERS AND COMMEMORATING DISCOVERY
oF TACONITE BY PETER MITCHELL, SATURDAY
EvENING, JUNE 22, 1958, BaBBITT ELEMEN~-
TARY SCHOOL
Invocation: Rev. Fr. George Eryspin, St.

Pius X Catholic Church.

America: Audience, directed by Mrs. Ida~
mae Kaatiala.

Toastmaster: George A. Moe, superintend-
ent of schools,

Welcome: Mayor Ben P. Constantine.

Remarks: William EKelley, president, Re-
serve Mining Co.

Remarks: Dr, E. W. Davis, Reserve Min-

Co.
Introduction of guests: Toastmaster.
Remarks: Mrs, Lillis Stowe, for Peter

Mitchell family.

Presentation of certificates to Pioneers:
Mrs. Leo Ducharme, chairman, Ploneers’
committee.
tmmtmductlun of speaker: Mayor Constan-

e.

Address: Hon. HuserT H. HuMpPHREY, United
States Senator.

Closing prayer: Rev. Virgil Smith, Wood-
land Presbyterian Church.

TACONITE: SUCCESS IN A FREE STATE

(Address by Senator Huserr H, HUMPHREY,
Babbitt, Minn., June 21, 1958)

Few events in the history of this State
are of greater historical significance than
the discovery 87 years ago of iron-bearing
rock right here near Babbitt. It is particu-
larly fitting that this taconite works has
been named after Peter Mitchell, whose dis-
covery touched off the first acquisition of
taconite lands in northern Minnesota, and
began the long chain of events resulting in
the first production of taconite pellets at
the E. W. Davis Works less than 3 years ago.

It is impossible to single out all those
whose courage and vision and skill have con-
tributed to the creation of this entirely new
concept in mining. Surely there is honor
and distinction enough for all. Yet it would
be difficult to overestimate the role of the
one man without whose genius there would
simply have been no taconite industry to-
day, and after whom the first commercial
taconite agglomeration plant at Silver Bay
was so aptly named.

Prof. E. W. Davis, still very much in evi-
dence throughout the taconite area wherever
important decisions are being made and
where new experiments are being tried, de-
serves the gratitude of our Nation, as well
as of our Minnesota iron range.

It was his rocklike perseverence—as hard
and enduring as the taconite rock itself—
that gave direction and significance to the
efforts of mining engineers, political leaders,
investors, and skilled labor, and spurred the
great decisions to invest literally hundreds
of millions of dollars in a new kind of in-
dustrial enterprise.

Dr. E. W. Davis is one of the great men
in Minnesota's first hundred years, and I take
real pride in saying this. He is the living
demonstration of the idea that progress re-
sults only from dedicated research. Every-
thing stems from the idea. And it was the
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idea burning in Professor Davis’ mind at
the University of Minnesota that finally ig-
nited the imagination and energles of hun-
dreds and thousands of his fellow Minne-
sotans and fellow Americans. It was the
idea, held fast through 40 years, that gave
birth to these giant machines, these incredi-
ble complexes of men and machinery here
at Babbitt, at Silver Bay, at Aurora, and at
Taconite Harbor,

It is his idea still that leads men to plan
for a taconite industry eventually producing
30 million tons annually on the Minnesota
iron range, employing more men, providing
more income for families than was ever possi-
ble in the best days of the direct-shipment
ore.

Few events in history have ever demon-
strated more clearly the necessity for plan=
ning early and planning well than the early
research efforts on the taconite process and
the complicated political and economiec plan-
ning which took place, most of it, over 10
years before any construction was begun.
How important it was that men of vision
pointed out a generation ago, and without
pause, have continued to stress that the
Minnesota iron range of the old days, the
range with unlimited supplies of direct-
shipping iron ore, would not last forever.

Their prophecies have been borne out.

Today the direct shipping ore is running
low. If we had not been alerted years ago
by the taconite pioneers, and if we had not
had the political leadership of such men as
Congressman John Blatnik, Tom Vukelich,
Fred Cina, Bill Hutila, and others, the future
of the Minnesota iron range today would be
much less encouraging. In recent years
that effective political leadership has been
augmented by legislators such as Pete Fugina
and Loren Rutter.

The pattern of the steel Industry is chang-
ing very rapidly. Just in the last few years,
vast new direct-shipping deposits of iron ore
have been developed, not only in Labrador,
but in Venezuela. There is clearly a major
new development taking place in Brazil this
year.

The most recent estimates by a special
study mission from the International Coop=-
eration Administration indicates that within
10 years the Brazilian iron ore production
will possibly triple to about 4 million tons
total. Fortunately, much of this expanded
production will be needed and used in other
parts of the world, The tremendous world-
wide industrialization program now under-
way will require vastly increased output of
iron ore for years to come.

The percentage of imported iron ore con-
tinues to rise, even during those years when
steel production falls below its peaks, and
even when there is a tremendous drop in
steel production such as has taken place dur-
ing the past few months, This pattern, in
which some steel companies continue to in-
crease their imports of direct-shipping iron
ore, making their cutbacks in the iron range
of Minnesota, is very disturbing to me. Con-
gressman BratWix and I have joined with
Governor Freeman and other State leaders
in encouraging those sections of the leader-
ship of the steel industry which have been
cutting back the percentage of operations on
the Minnesota iron range (in favor of in-
creased operations in foreign ores) to speed
their plans for taconite development here in
Minnesota.

If these elements of the steel industry con-
tinue to postpone development of domestic
taconite productlon capacity, they are going
to force the Congress to give serious con-
sideration to proposals for restricting iron-
ore imports, possibly through a system of
flexible quotas operative in years of low steel
production.

But, above all, the problem of the Minne-
sota iron range, and of the taconite indus-
iry itself on the iron range this year, is the
same problem faced by our whole Nation.
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‘The recession, with its tremendously reduced
purchasing power and the consequent drop
in the demand for steel to something like
one-half, is the major problem. Men and
women are out of work all over this country,
and I am very frankly discouraged about the
way the administration has moved to allevi=
ate these conditions. The difference between
a short recession and a long recession and
perhaps a depression, you know, is largely
in the way the President and the Congress
react to the recession. If they move to re=-
store purchasing power and to create new
Jobs and new business opportunities through
Federal programs and tax reductions, the re-
cession can be checked. There are tremen-
dous built-in powers and controls available
to the President, if he will but use them.

Therefore, in the short range (that is, for
the next year or two) what happens to em-
ployment and production on the Minnesota
iron range is going to be determined in a
large part by the policies of Government and
their effect on the national economy.

For the long pull, for the decades to come,
I am far more optimistic. This Nation is
still expanding. Owur people are still grow=-
ing. Our resources are still vast, Our tech-
nology is improving. There is & natural
buoyancy and vigor in our people which
will, given half a chance, result in even
higher living standards in the coming
decades.

This means, that steel production is going
to be increasing over the coming years,
Even more iron ore will be needed in a few
years than we needed during World War II.
In another 25 years, we will probably need
another 25 or 30 million tons of ore each
year just for our own steel production. The
international requirements for steel on steel
products will continue to grow. By that
time our United States open-pit direct-
shipping ores will be furnishing a far smaller
proportion, and a far smaller gross tonnage
than today. Imports of forelgn ores will
be badly needed. Perhaps nearly half of
the ore the steel industry will then use
will have to be foreign ores.

Yet, it will still be in the vital national
interest to have a dependable domestic
source of iron ore—yes, a submarine-proof
supply for the defense of our Nation, That
ore will be produced only through an in-
crease in taconite concentration capacity.
In that 256 years it is reasonable to expect
that the total United States taconite pro-
duction might go as high as 40 million tons,
with 30 million tons coming right out of
the Minnesota Iron Range. By 1984 the iron
range may not be producing as much total
tonnage of iron ore as during the peak of
wartime years, but there will be more men
employed, and more families supported
through the iron mining industry than ever
before,

Research will make it possible well before
that time, I firmly belleve, to utilize our vast
reserve of nonmagnetic taconite, as well as
much of the tremendous peat resource we
have here in northern Minnesota.

The new Bureau of Mines Minerals Re-
search Laboratory, for which Congressman
Brarnix and I have fought for so many
years, is at last becoming a reality. Last
year we got the planning money, and this
year we obtained the construction money,
with the help of such good friends as the
chairman of the Interior Committee of the
Senate, Senator Murray, and Senator Hax-
DEN, chairman of the Senate Appropriations
Committee.

The Bureau of Mines scientists and other
personnel are very grateful. They have been
trying to get this laboratory since 1960, and
indeed they even p ded President Tru-
man to request funds for the laboratory in
the 1953 budget. That budget was revised
by the Eisenhower administration, which
struck out the request for the laboratory.
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But, despite the opposition of the admin-
istration, we are going to have the laboratory.
It 1s going to work on the large problems of
nonmagnetic taconite. It is golng to work
on the development of our m Te-
sources. It is going to work on the better
utilization of Minnesota peat.

I firmly believe that in cooperation with
the University of Minnesota and the Iron
Range Resources Commission that inside of
5 years this laboratory will make significant
progress toward the utilization of these re=-
sources.

Research will be increasingly important,
400, in the better utilization of the timber
resources of mnorthern, and particularly
mortheastern Minnesota. We managed to
get a substantial increase this year, both in
the facilities at the Lake States Forest Experi-
ment Station down at Grand Rapids, and in
the budget for the operation of the station.
Generally we In the Senate increased the
funds for forestry research throughout the
country. All of this will pay off eventually
in more income, more employment, more
business in these forest areas of northern
Minnesota.

Then, too, consider the Impact on our
economy of the St. Lawrence Seaway which
will make Duluth, Minn., an ocean port. This
means a stronger, a more prosperous Minne~
sota, With the deepening of the lake chan-
nels and improving the Duluth Harbor new
constructive economic forces are being un-
leashed in Minnesota.

Taconite, of course, is not the whole an-
swer on the Minnesota Iron Range, and we
must have more than one string to our bow.

Taconite, however, does provide and in-
creasingly will provide, & very stabilizing and
steadying influence in the northeastern Min-
nesota economy.

And we look to the years ahead, particularly
as we conslder the awesome problems sur-
rounding our relationship with the Soviet
Unlon, research and the development of the
gifted individuals who spearhead research,
and who can exploit a new idea to its utmost,
must be a keystone in our national policy.
We must by every means seek to make pos-
slble the full educational development of our
naturally gifted young people. We must in
every way seek to keep open the avenues of
professional and economic opportunity, to
keep our economy flexible, and expanding,
to insure that new ldeas in Industry as well
as in Government have an opportunity for ex-
pression and development. For it is ideas,
and not things, that are truly crueially im-
portant. It is ideas that give impetus, a
forward surge to the economic structure.

Before the machine must come the idea
for the machine. Before the process must
come the idea for the process, Before the
great financial Investment must come the
willingness to dare, to bet on something that
is not a sure thing—the way Reserve Mining
Co. and its associates, Frie Mining and its
associates, and indeed, the people of Minne-
sota through their elected representatives
were willing to bet.

In some ways, the state of the world today

1s one great, tremendous problem and diffi-
culty. It is so complicated and so difficult
that men of small courage are tempted to
turn away from it and to try to forget it.
In a sense, the problems of the world are
like this great billlon-and-a-half-ton mass
of taconite that we are all standing on and
on which this taconite works is bullt.
* A few years ago, this bed of rock was an
almost Indigestible mass—so large and so
tough that most people despaired of its ever
being reduced to a usable resource, But it
has been solved. It has been fragmented.
It is being reduced to & valuable and man-
ageable resource.

And the great problems of world poverty,
fllness and fear, and of major war can also
can be solved, If ever & demonstration was
needed that nearly any problem can be
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solved, given sufficlent intelligence and te-
mnacity and courage and cooperation, the
saga of taconite has demonstrated it.

‘The iron range economic problem can be
solved.

‘This pecullar, spotty, and erratic recession
that grips the country today can be solved.

The aching problems of poverty and ill-
ness which plague not only most of the
world, but great sections of our own people,
can be solved.

Peace and its blessings are obtainable—
despite the black picture of the arms race,
international distrust, racial and religious
and political hatred that grips the world
today.

I do not think that these problems are
going to be solved all at once. I do not
expect any millennium to come 5 years, 10
years, or even a generation from now. But if
we have the dedication and the devotion and
the intelligence necessary, we can break
down these problems into manageable units.
We can refuse to be awed by the tremen-
dous, overwhelming size of all the problems
put together. We can roll up our sleeves
and go to work, just as this wonderful com-
munity of scholars and sclentists and politl-
cal leaders and engineers and Investors have
done here on the Minnesota Iron Range.

Here has been demonstrated the ability of
a free soclety, a flexible, enterprising, and
courageous soclety, to deal with major prob=-
lems. In a sense, this taconite development
has been a kind of “test tube" experiment.
-As vast as the sums of money involved have
been, as huge as these new industrial com-
plexes may be, they are truly infinitesimal
by comparison with the staggering costs
and the towering political and eocial prob-
lems of fashioning a mew kind of world—
reasonably free from want and fear and pain.

Yes; this experiment in research and engi-
neering, government, and economics has a
real applicatlon for the larger problems
facing us all. Let us hope that the lessons
learned here in Minnesota can be more
broadly applied, and that this highly suc-
cessful experiment in planning and living
can serve as a pilot operation for undertak-
ings of even broader scope and signlficance
here and abroad.

We will surely need a lot more of the kind
of joining of brains and coursge that went
into the creation of this great Industry, if our
American economy is golng to expand suffi-
clently to meet the massive Soviet challenge.

Let us hope that we as a nation will have
the maturity to reassume the political and
economic Initlative we have so largely lost
during the past few years.

We can regain the initlative, and we can
regain our position of leadership. We can
build a new kind of world relationship—
based on the United Nations—a relationship
for peaceful pursuits rather than an alllance
for destruction,

For despite the continued and implacable
Boviet hostility to our way of life, the Soviet
leaders and ourselves eventually must face
up to the fact that the only alternative to
competitive coexlstence 1s no existence.
There is no Tuture in blowing each other up.
And so long as we can match their military
capabilities, they are going to have no other
choice but to compete with us in nonviolent
ways—economically, politically. We should
welcome this opportunity to compete in this
way. This is our meat and drink, if we could
only see it. }

We are bullders, essentially. We grow
things. We make things, We Americans are
basically constructive, by our very nature.
This plant and this town of Babbitt are
clear proof of that idea.

Let us, then, be true to our nature, Let
us be constructive. Let us seek to build
new markets abroad for our industry. Let
us seek to provide markets here for new
industry abroad. Let us strengthen the
bonds of trade; let us expand our program
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of technical assistance to the have-not peo-
ples. We should be sending our engineers
and techniclans out on a far broader scale—
Bhowing these peoples how to help them-
selves.

It 1s not, after all, a question of sharing
our wealth with the rest of the world, but
of creating new wealth—of sharing potential
wealth. There are vast new pools of wealth
in the future—nuclear power, new propul-
sion chemicals, cheap electricity, cheap
heating, new metals and plastics, new foods.

Certainly a world in which relative wealth
is common is a dream today. So was taco-
nite a dream a generation ago. One has be-
come, the other can become a reality.

THE FARM BILL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
noticed in the morning press a story,
both in the Washington Post and Times
Herald and in the New York Times, con-
cerning the action of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry in re-
porting the farm bill. The news story
indicated that the action of the commit-
tee in reporting the bill was unanimous.
The headline for the story is “Senate
Unit Asks Low Farm Props.”

The subheadline is “Committee Votes
Measure on Crop Freedom—Benson De-
nounces House's Bill.”

Under a dateline of June 24, Washing-
ton, UPI dispatch, the story reads in
part, as follows:

The Senate Agriculture Committee unani-
mously approved a pared-down farm bill to-
day granting the administration’s requests

for lower price supports and more planting
freedom for farmers.

Mr. President, I shall not read the re-
mainder of the news story because the
first paragraph indicates how wrong the
story really is,

The junior Senator from Minnesota
opposes the farm bill. The junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota stated in commit-
tee that he opposed the bill. There was
not a rollcall on the question of report-
ing the bill, merely because the bill had
yet to be properly phrased in the tech-
nical language which is required in the
case of legislation before the Senate.

That bill represents a lowering of
farm income, in my view. I offered two
amendments to the bill. The first re-
lated to feed grains, and would have
given a modicum of justice to the pro-
ducers of feed grains. The second
amendment related to milk and dairy
products. It would have provided $3.25
2 hundredweight for milk.

Those two amendments were defeated
by a very narrow margin, I regret to
say. Nevertheless, attempts were made
to afford some semblance of economic
Justice in a piece of proposed legislation.

I want the record to be clear. I have
no intention, as a Member of the Sen-
ate or as a private citizen of doing or
saying anything which would result in
the reduction of farm income.

So far as the farm bill affects the
farmers in the section of the country
which I am privileged to represent, it
would not help income, It would fur-
ther lower farm income.

I repeat what I said on the floor
earlier. When the administration acted
to lower price supports on dairy prod-
ucts, and particularly on milk and but-
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terfat, it did not provide any relief for
consumers. It did not save the con-
sumers any money. All it did was to
deny to good producers a fair income
and a reasonable profit.

The facts are manifestly clear. The
action of the Department of Agriculture
in lowering dairy farm price supports,
which action was subscribed to by the
President of the United States, has re-
sulted in many millions of dollars of lost
income, and no saving to the consumer.

Further, I invite the attention of Sen-
tors to the fact that in 1954, when the
administration lowered price supports on
milk and milk products, the junior Sen-
ator from Minnesota pointed out that
the result would be a scandal. I stood
on the floor of the Senate and said that
what would happen would be that the
producers of manufactured milk prod-
ucts, such as cheese, would sell their
products to the Government at the high
parity, prior to the time that the low
parity was to go into effect, and then
would buy them back at the low figure,
thereby giving them a bonanza which
would be unconscionable.

That very thing happened. Only last
week a Federal cireuit court held those
producers and processors guilty of violat-
ing the law.

I say that there was a plain invitation
to law violation which was sponsored by
the Department of Agriculture. Make
no mistake about it. The junior Sena-
tor from Minnesota does not approve the
bill. I think I can speak for the pres-
ent occupant of the chair, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxMiRE], who serves on the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry.
He told me this morning his views on this
question, and brought to my attention
the news story to which I have referred.

The truth is that neither the junior
Senator from Wisconsin nor the junior
Senator from Minnesota approves the
bill; and unless the bill is drastically
modified so as to give protection and some
assistance to the overall needs of agricul-
ture, I shall vote against it. I shall not
only vote against it, but I shall fight
against it.

It is my intention to offer amendments
to the farm bill on the floor of the Sen-
ate, seeking a semblance of justice for
producers in the great Midwest.

In the areas which the bill seeks to
touch, in the areas of cotton and rice,
in particular, I believe the committee
bill is an advanee; but I must say most
sincerely that we have trouble producing
cotton and rice in my part of the coun-
try. I feel that an agricultural bill
ought to meet the needs of the total
agricultural economy, and not merely a
part of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHURCH in the chair). Does the Senator
from Minnesota yield to the Senator
from Wisconsin?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I commend the
Senator from Minnesota for his state-
ment. I agree with him 100 percent.
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I also wish to testify to the fact that
the article appearing in the New York
Times, under the UPI dateline, is wrong.
No vote was taken on the bill in commit-
tee. If there had been a vote I would
have voted against reporting the bill. I
think the bill is unconscionable. I think
it is most unfortunate that no action
was taken for the relief of farmers. The
action taken in committee will hurt
dairy farmers indirectly.

Furthermore, I supported the amend-
ments of the Senator from Minnesota.
I thought those amendments were good.
I am delighted to hear that the Senator
intends to propose such amendments on
the floor of the Senate. I will enthusi-
astically support him,

I also discussed an amendment in the
committee, and put the committee on
notice that I intended to offer my amend-
ment on the floor of the Senate.

The fact is that the dairy farmers
throughout America are suffering. They
have not enjoyed any of the price in-
creases which other farmers have en-
joyed. They are in serious trouble,
Their costs have increased. I think they
are the No. 1 victims of economic in-
justice.

I cannot let this opportunity pass
without subseribing to the remarks of
the distinguished junior Senator from
Minnesota.

The farm bill was discussed in com-
mittee. It has not yet been reported.
It is a most unfortunate bill, and I shall
do everything I can to correct it. If it is
not corrected, I shall oppose it and vote
against it.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

NEED FOR ELIMINATION OF THREAT
OF USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND]
has been very considerate, and I wish to
thank him. If he will yield briefly for
a further statement, I have a statement
to make relating to an action which took
place in the Senate on Monday. I refer
to the action of the Senate in passing
the so-called atomic energy bill, House
bill 12716. It had been my understand-
ing that no vote was to be taken on the
atomic energy bill at least before Tues-
day, and I expected to participate in the
debate on that particular measure.

Other commitments kept me away
from the floor of the Senate at the time
the debate was under way on that bill.

I wish to pay particular tribute to the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PasTore] for his masterful handling
and presentation of the bill, and also to
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AwnpeErson], both for his
statesmanlike and thoughtful presenta-
tion relating to the proposed legislation,
and for the questions he raised—ques-
tions which go to the heart of the entire
problem of the distribution of atomic
energy know-how. The whole Nation
owes the Senator from New Mexico a
debt of gratitude. I hope the warning
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signs he raised during the debate and
discussion on the floor of the Senate
when the bill was under consideration
will be heeded by the Atomic Energy
Commission and the executive branch
of the Government.

I am sure that my colleagues know of
my special interest in this area because
of my role as chairman of the Senate
Subcommittee on Disarmament. In that
capacity I fully understand the doubts
and fears which had been expressed by
many groups in this country over the
possible ramifications of a wider sharing
of atomic weapons or special nuclear
material.,

Mr. President, our consideration of
the bill (8. 3912), which is the Senate
version of House bill 12716, to furnish
nuclear weapons information and atom-
ic material to our allies, comes at a erit-
ical point in our foreign policy. It
comes at a time when we stand at a
fateful crossroads in our national secur-
ity. One choice before us is a greater
reliance upon modern weapons of mass
destruction. This alternative would log-
ically require the spread of a nuclear
military capability to our allies in order
to strengthen our combined defense
against armed aggression.

The other choice is an attempt to re-
duce the threat of a devastating war by
international agreement to curb weap-
ons of mass destruction. This alterna-
tive requires that limits be placed upon
existing capabilities for waging nuclear
war and that the spread of nuclear
arms “know-how” to additional coun=-
tries be prevented.

We face this apparently contradictory
choice at a moment when representa-
tives of the United States are preparing
to engage in international negotiations
on a technical level regarding an in-
spection system for a suspension of nu-
clear weapons tests. These approach-
ing parleys are of great significance be=
cause they could be the breach in the
wall that has long blocked successful
conclusion of a first step disarmament
agreement. Twelve years of diplomatic
negotiation on the difficult problem of
disarmament are now coming to an
apex at this impending conference. Ef-
fective inspection, the main topic of this
conference, is the key problem that has
created a logjam in the disarmament
proceedings. If we can blast out this
obstacle, then progress toward a relax-
ation in international tension might be
made.

One of the most fearful results of the
failure of the great powers to agree on a
method of limiting the threat of the use
of atomie weapons is that now that threat
is becoming compounded by the spread
of nuclear “know-how” to other coun-
tries. We often call this problem the
“fourth country problem,” because three
powers—the United States, the Soviet
Union, and Great Britain—already have
atomic arms. If we do not solve the
“fourth country problem,” then it will
soon become a “fifth country problem,”
and so on. For this reason, I shall re-
fer to this problem as the “nth country
problem.” Once more than a handful
of nations acquire the secrets of atomiec
technology and manufacture, we shall
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really be in grave trouble. This will be
so unless we find a way to prevent atomic
weapons development and production.
One way to do this is through an agree-
ment to suspend nuclear weapons tests
with inspection and, second, to prohibit
the production of fissionable materials
for weapons purposes with inspection.
Both of these points are set forth as
policy statements on the part of the
Government of the United States.

If we think we are in peril now, with
nuclear arms in the hands of only three
powers, then the peril to our survival
will be precarious indeed once multiple
countries can annihilate each other.
Relatively speaking, the present situa-
tion is manageable and tolerable com=-
pared with the uncertain and out-of-
control conditions that would result
from a broad distribution of nuclear
‘weapons.

The Subcommittee on Disarmament
unanimously warned in a report last Sep-
tember that:

As nuclear weapons are spread throughout

the world the likelihood of their use in war
increases.

The subcommittee pointed out that
under currenf{ international conditions
national security depends upon mutual
deterrence, that is, an aggressive nuclear
power is deterred from launching an
atomic attack by the knowledge that it
will receive in return a devastating nu-
clear retaliation. Security based on
such a principle, the subcommittee
warned, rests on a shaky foundation, be-
cause the number of nuclear nations will
undoubtedly grow.

The idea of nuclear deterrence implies a
degree of rationality—

Our report said—

It assumes that the leaders of a govern-
ment realize that their own country cannot
escape the catastrophe of nuclear war and
that, consequently, they strive to prevent it
from occurring. If nuclear weapons are pos-
sessed by many countries with different types
of governments, the element of rationality
would be reduced. In some cases, there
might be the temptation to use such weapons
without due concern for the consequences.

The dangers of the nth country prob-
lem have also been graphically pointed
out by others. I would like to call your
attention, Mr. President, to a recent re-
port by a special committee of the Na-
tional Planning Association, entitled,
“1970 Without Arms Control.” It is a
competent and revealing survey of mod-
ern weaponry and what it could become
in another decade. This report cautions
that the possession of even a small num-
ber of nuclear weapons, compact in size
and capable of destroying whole ports,
airfields, manufacturing plants, or cit-
ies, would place tremendous power in
the hands of a small nation. Under ir-
responsible control, they could be used
for blackmail. They could also catalyze
wars which inevitably would involve
larger powers. It requires little imagina-
tion to visualize how a little Hitler in
some turbulent region could by accident
or design literally set the world on fire.

There are various methods by which
the technical ability to make nuclear
weapons can spread to other countries.
The two principal ones are first, develop=
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ment of such a capability from domestic
resources without outside aid, and sec-
ond, through direct transfer of knowl-
edge and of means from one country to
another. It is only a matter of time
before certain countries will begin pro-
ducing atomic arms out of their own
resources. France, of course, will likely
be first. Within a few years Canada,
Sweden, Germany, Communist China,
and Czechoslovakia might be numbered
in the ranks of the nuclear powers.

Modern technology races forward in
such leaps and bounds that in two dec-
ades there might be 10, a dozen, or even
more countries with a nuclear weapon
capability, just by relying on their own
resources. If those governments now
possessing nuclear knowledge and mate-
rials should by deliberate policy, trans-
fer such knowledge to other nations and
help them to get started on an atomic
arsenal, then the whole process would be
greatly speeded up. It is quite conceiv-
able that, if nuclear know-how were
freely communicated, half the countries
of the world might possess tremendously
destructive armaments by 1975. The
threat that might then exist to human
survival from even the smallest acciden-
tal fight that might break out between
two small countries could be incalculable,

With these thoughts in mind I have
attempted to evaluate the proposed legis-
lation.

The Joint Committee on Atomic Ener-
gy is to be highly commended for its
statesmanlike handling of this bill. It
has skillfully combined and reconciled
the two alternative choices I alluded to
at the beginning of my remarks.

On the one hand it has appreciably
strengthened our defense alliances by
providing for technological cooperation
in modern arms. But at the same time it
has carefully sought to avoid aggrava-
tion of the nth country problem.

The bill permits the executive branch
to furnish classified information regard-
ing methods of manufacturing atomic
weapons and fissionable materials used
in the fabrication of atomiec weapons
only to countries that have already made
a good and substantial progress on an
atomic capability through their own ini-
tiative. Great Britain is the only one of
our allies that now meets this qualifica-
tion. Thus, under this law the President
will be empowered to give a country the
information and the nuclear materials
for making atomic weapons only if the
country is already an atomic country
and only if the information transferred
is necessary to improve the country’s de-
sign, development or fabrication capa-
bility. These are provisos that will op-
erate to prevent aggravation of the nth
country problem.

At this point I should like to state a
reservation regarding this bill. As I
have said, the bill authorizes the trans-
fer of information and material for the
nuclear portions of bombs and war=
heads only if the recipient country has
made substantial progress in the devel=
opment of atomic weapons. The phrase
“substantial progress,” as was brought
out by the Senator from Rhode Island
and the Senator from New Mexico, and
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Hen-
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wInGs] is nowhere defined in the bill and
it is one of those phrases that could per-
mit considerable latitude of interpreta-
tion. The Joint Committee defines it
rather fully in its report. It says that
this phrase means that the recipient
nation “must have achieved considera-
bly more than a mere theoretical knowl-
edge of atomic-weapons design, or the
testing of a limited number of atomic
weapons.” The committee spells this
out further to mean that the recipient
nation “must have achieved a capability
on its own of fabricating a variety of
atomic weapons, and constructed and
operated the necessary facilities, includ-
ing weapons research and development
laboratories, weapon manufacturing fa-
cilities, a weapon-testing station, and
trained personnel to operate each of
these facilities.”

My regret is that these requirements
or something like them were not in-
cluded in the language of the bill.

I note, however, that in regard to its
interpretation of the phrase in question
the Joint Committee intends to have full
information from the executive regard-
ing any determinations it will make., I
trust that this information will be forth-
coming from the executive; and if it
should not, or if the executive should
attempt to interpret the legislation in a
manner substantially different from the
understanding of the Joint Committee,
then this legislation should be reex-
amined.

Insofar as the nth country problem will
naturally evolve from the normal ex-
pansion of scientific knowledge and of
productive capabilities, the wise and
proper way of tackling it is by interna-
tional agreement. An international
agreement for a suspension of the test-
ing of nuclear weapons would with vir-
tual certainty prevent any signatory
country that did not now have an atomic
military capability from acquiring one
through its own efforts, This is why it is
imperative that the administration
should vigorously pursue a policy di-
rected at achievement of an agreement
of this kind with the Soviet Union and
other nations of the world.

Much has been said about the im-
portance of an agreement with the Soviet
Union on the question of banning tests
of nuclear weapons with the safeguard
of effective inspection and detection.
However, the agreement must go fur-
ther. The agreement must not merely
be between the United States and the
Soviet Union; it must be under the
auspices of the United Nations, so that
the provisions of such an agreement
will apply to other nations. Otherwise,
we shall see the development and the
expansion of the technological know-
how of atomic nuclear weapons among
many other countries, We shall be fool-
ing ourselves into believing that a limi-
tation of tests between the U, 8. 8. R. and
the United States of America will provide
a slowdown of the armaments race.
What it will merely do will be to provide
a slowdown on the part of the two major
powers, but may well aggravate and in-
tensify development in other countries,

Such an agreement could hopefully be
promoted by certain provisions of this
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bill. Some of our allies, particularly in
NATO, who do not possess a nuclear
capability of their own have been re-
luctant to give up the right to hold
nuclear tests lest they forever abandon
the possibility of becoming nuclear mili-
tary powers in their own right.

Under this bill, specified information
about nuclear weapons and certain com-
ponents of such weapons can be trans-
ferred to our allies so that they can be
sure their military forces will be able
to join in cooperative nuclear defense
against an armed aggression, if it should
ever be necessary. Under present law,
the Uniied States can already give our
allies certain information about atomic
weapons. With this information, mili-
tary commanders can train their forces
in the use of such weapons, mutual-
defense plans can be developed, and the
mutual-weapons capabilities of potential
enemies can be evaluated. Under pres-
ent law, nuclear weapons themselves
cannot be given to another country,
and transfer of design and fabrication
data regarding these weapons is strictly
limited.

There are some differences between
the bills acted upon by the Senate and
the House which will have to be ironed
out.

The Senate bill would permit the
United States to give additional infor-
mation on atomic arms to allies and also
to furnish them with certain nuclear
materials. Great Britain is the only
country under this bill which we could
now tell how to make nuclear arms and
actually give nuclear material for use in
such arms. But under this bill we could
give our other partners in NATO, or our
allies elsewhere, sufficient data on nu-
clear bombs and warheads so that they
could manufacture compatible delivery
systems, such as aircraft and rockets.
Another innovation is that we could
give them nonnuclear parts of nuclear
weapons, such as bomb casings. How-
ever, we still could not transfer to thém
entire nuclear weapons or nuclear parts
of such weapons.

Nuclear parts would remain in United
States custody. This bill would also
permit the transfer of certain military
type nuclear reactors, such as those em-
ployed in atomic-powered submarines, to
our allies and nuclear materials for use
in these reactors.

This matter, also, was the subject of
heated and extended discussion in the
Senate. I believe the points raised by
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpERsON] are convinecing and valid and
that his admonitions should be carefully
noted.

There is, however, a possible peril in
this particular part of the legislation
that has disturbed me considerably.
Specifically, it concerns the provision for
transfer of nonnuclear parts of atomic
weapons.

Again, the Senator from New Mexico
carefully stated his case concerning this
subject,

Statements have been made by Adm.
Lewis L. Strauss of the Atomic Energy
Commission and by others that the

transfer of nonnuclear parts of these
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fissionable weapons would impart knowl-
edge that would facilitate fabrication of
the nuclear part, thus resulting in a
complete weapon. Admiral Strauss has
written that in those cases where
weapons without “nuclear components
are transferred to another power, that
power could duplicate these weapons
even though it had no prior nuclear
weapons capability.” If transfer of non-
nuclear components to other countries
would substantially assist them in ac-
quiring a nuclear arms manufacturing
capability of their own, then I would
consider this a serious deficiency in the
bill. This of course is a technological
question that is surrounded by much
secrecy, so to a great extent reliance
must be placed on the judgment of the
Joint Committee which has specifically
been created by Congress to keep in-
formed on this special field and to advise
it on appropriate action. I know that
the Joint Committee has carefully con-
sidered this point in the bill and I note
that in its report approving the bill it
makes a solemn statement affirming “the
intent not to encourage additional na-
tions to achieve nuclear weapons capa-
bility.” I accept that statement in good
faith. If members of the Joint Commit-
tee could at the present time add further
clarification on this point, I would be
very grateful. In any case, it is my gen-
eral intention to be alert to any develop=
ments indicating whether those coun-
tries which will receive information and
materials under this legislation are
being assisted in a significant way to
establish their own nuclear arms ca-
pability by the bill as it passed the Sen-
ate.

Under the cooperative nuclear defense
arrangements of this bill an allied coun-
try can have many of the military bene-
fits of a nueclear capability in its armed
forces without actually undertaking the
heavy financial burden of establishing
its own nuclear arms industry. Thus,
the cause of eventual nuclear disarma-
ment can be promoted by removing rea-
sons that might exist for separate and
independent nuclear manufacturing ef-
forts. There should be no reason why
any of our allies which participated in
the transfers of knowledge and mate-
rials authorized by this bill should he
opposed to being a party to an inter-
national agreement to suspend nuclear
weapons tests,

When the administration first sent
this bill up to the Hill it was character-
ized by an astounding blindness to the
necessities of a consistent disarmament
poliey. The lack of coordination be-
tween legitimate defense and effective
foreign policy was alarming. It was
evident that one department of the ad-
ministration had only a dim concept of
what another was doing. Now, however,
as a result of the Joint Committee’s
labors, we have, subject to the reserva-
tions I have voiced, a coordinated instru-
ment of legislation that can balance the
practical demands of our defense and
disarmament policies. By this bill we
have demonstrated to world opinion that
while we are preparing ourselves ade-
quately for any test by an aggressor, we
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are above all a nation dedicated to peace.
It demonstrates that, if necessary, we
are determined to wield our arms coura-
geously but that we are willing to bury
them forever if others will but grasp our
outstretched hand. After -carefullly
weighing the advantages and risks, I
came to the conclusion that the revisions
of the bill by the Joint Atomic Energy
Committee are worthy of support, sub-
ject, of course, to the reservations I have
made. Under present circumstances it
could make a net contribution to dis-
armament and peace.

Mr. President, in line with the reserva-
tions which I expressed in this statement
I am pleased to note that the Senate
adopted two amendments offered by the
distinguished junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpERSON], first, respecting
transfer of nonnuclear parts of atomic
weapons or special nuclear material, and
second, to eliminate language respecting
cooperation with another nation as to
other military applications of atomic
energy with the exception of certain re-
stricted data.

These amendments were consistent
with my own approach to the bill and I
heartily endorse them. I commend the
Senator from New Mexico for his fore-
sight and leadership.

Mr, President, I am sure that many
people continue to have serious reserva-
tions about this legislation.

I have received many telegrams and
messages in opposition to it, and raising
points of grave concern.

I myself support H. R. 12716 as
amended. On balance I think the bill
and the accompanying legislative history
provide sufficient safeguards to make this
legislation a risk worth taking. We ean
never deliberate with assurance on these
matters, but I do believe that the legis-
lative history of this proposal as it has
proceeded through the Joint Committee
and floor debate is one more example of
the emergence of a bill refined and im-
proved by the legislative process.

I compliment the members of the Joint
Committee and in particular Senator
PastorE on the their serious and effec-
tive attention to this historic proposal.
I hope that the Senate changes in the
bill will be preserved in the conference.

THE COMMUNIST CONSPIRACY

Mr. BUTLER., Mr. President, the edi-
torials of Mr. David Lawrence, printed in
U. 8. News & World Report, are always
up to a high standard of excellence. The
editorial in the June 27 issue is no excep-~
tion. The burden of this editorial is that
the world Communist conspiracy can no
more change its evil character than the
leopard can change his spots.

As Mr. Lawrence says:

The Communist movement is not just a
political belief, as some of our cloistered
Supreme Court Justices mnalvely have
declared.

Because I am sure many of my col-
leagues will enjoy reading this editorial, I
ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that the editorial may be printed in the
Recorp at this point as a part of the
my remarks.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE LeoPARD UNCHANGED
(By David Lawrence)

The men in the Eremlin have once more
shown their perfidy.

The solemn promise that no harm would
come to former Premier Imre Nagy of Hun=-
gary if he left the Yugoslav Embassy in Buda-
pest, in which he had taken refuge in 1956,
has been violated.

It is another example of wanton disregard
of the pledged word.

President Eisenhower rightly says the epi-
sode is a serious obstacle to further consid-
eration of a summit conference. ¥For of what
avail can it be to make an agreement with a
government which repeatedly gives consple-
uous evidence that it will not ablde by its
agreements?

Certainly there is no reason to belleve now
that a mere meeting of the heads of the four
governments would be conducive to the mak-
ing of a stable peace. Indeed, the idea of a
summit conference, which the Soviet Union
has urged so persistently, has been revealed
as a transparent plece of propaganda. It
has emerged as a stratagem without an hon-
est purpose.

For it has been demonstrated again to the
western nations that the Soviet rulers, while
professing to be peaceful, are not true to
their own words. They have sought, for in-
stance, to give the impression that the
smaller countries contiguous to them—the
captive nations—are really independent and
may rule as they please. But this hoax is
now fully exposed.

The story of the tragedy of the Hungarian
revolution in 1956 was graphically told to
the peoples of the Free World, but neverthe-
less there have since arisen In our midst
apologists who say that agreements with the
Soviet Government still can be made—as,
for example, to suspend nuclear tests. It is
insisted that we should take the risk of
weakening our military strength. If the
Communists disregard their pledges, it is
recklessly asserted, we can detect such action
and resume testing. But in the meantime,
of course, we lose the benefit of the time and
knowledge we would have gained had we
continued our tests. Even some prominent
members of the Democratic Party in Congress
have fallen victim to the illusion that a So-
viet pledge to suspend nuclear tests can be
accepted as valid.

The controversy over nuclear tests has been
kept going artificially by the Communists.
They have enlisted on their side a lot of mis-
guided pacifists and wishful thinkers who be-
lieve that since Stalin’s days there have been
marked changes for the better in the attitude
of the Communist Party and of the Eremlin.

But now suddenly we see Stalinism boldly
exhibited in all its brutality. What will it
take to convince our defeatists that the So-
viet rulers really cannot be trusted and that
we cannot accept assurances from any gov-
ernment in Moscow unless it is chosen in
Iree elections by an emancipated people?

Must we endure the painful penalties of
gelf-deception that are bound to follow if we
yield to the argument of some of the intel-
lectuals of the West who say that com-
munism is “here to stay” and that we “must
find a way to live with it"?

Surely free men will not be so lacking In
the courage of their convictions that they
will accept tyranny as commonplace and
depotism as inevitable.

Rather the history of free men teaches us
that they prefer the risk of death to life
under slavery. They have herolcally exer-
cised their right of revolution in the past.
They will do so a

Today even the neutralist world, as typified
by India’s Nehru, expresses a sense of shock
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over the disclosures that four leaders in the
Hungarian revolution have been executed
after a secret trial.

The irony of the affair is that Moscow
has been portraying Hungary as an inde-
pendent nation and now pretends that the
revolution’s leaders were punished by the
local government in Budapest. The world,
however, is convinced that Moscow ordered
the executions and that, in the captive coun-
tries, Moscow’s word is law. Both Houses
of our Congress unanimously adopted last
week a resolution expressing America’s deep
sense of indignation over the Soviet murder
of Premier Nagy and his assoclates.

With characteristic arrogance, the tyrants
of the Boviet Union have publicized the ex-
ecution of the four Hungarian leaders as a
lesson for all those who are planning plots
agalnst the people. The threat to all the
captive countries in Eastern Europe is clear.

Communist imperialism still deflantly
waves its bloodstained hands bhefore the
world. There must be no letup in our re-
eilstance, through the cold war, to the
Soviet schemes. For the Communists are
engaged in a desperate game of deception.
They are actively trying to infiltrate and sub-
vert the free governments of the world. The
Communist movement is not just a political
belief, as some of our cloistered Supreme
Court Justices nailvely have declared. The
Communist conspiracy is international. It
is a military menace.

The Communist leopard showed conclu-
sively last week that it cannot change its
spots.

SOUTH AMERICAN TOUR OF THE
NEW YORK PHILHARMONIC SYM-
PHONY ORCHESTRA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
is most gratifying to note the enthu-
siastic reception which has been ex-
tended to the New York Philharmonic
Symphony Orchestra during their South
American tour. In contrast to the re-
cent less fortunate incidents, this news
serves to reamphasize the value of cul-
tural exchange in our international rela-
tions. It is to be hoped that this en-
couraging sign will serve as a reminder
to us all that there are faithful and
constructive things that can be done in
the field of cultural exchange to buttress
the objectives of United States foreign
policy.

Mr. President, in this connection I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial
entitled “Latins Hail Philharmonic,”
from the Minneapolis Star for June 6,
be printed in the body of the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

LATINS HAIL PHILHARMONIC

Something has been happening regularly
for 6 weeks that proves many South Amer-
icans like us North Americans and even
admire explosively some aspects of our cul-
ture. It is something that should under-
score for all of us the importance of the
cultural front in our foreign relations. We
refer to the fantastically successful tour of

the New York Philharmonic Symphony Or-
chestra.

In the capital cities of Venezuela and
Peru, where Vice Presldent Nixon was ex-
posed to one kind of mob, the Philharmonic
also was mobbed—by enthuslastic fans re-
luctant to call it an evening. In Lima, the
crowd did its best to atone for the attack on
Nixow, and “The Star Spangled Banner” got
the biggest ovation. In Chile, cheering
crowds followed conductor Bernstein in the
streets.

June 25

Major causes of United States difficulties
in the Americas are political and economic.
But once antl-United States sentiment is
aroused it embraces all aspects of our
behavior.

“The old catchwords about the Intellec-
tual crudeness of North Americans, their
cultural shortcomings and their boorishness
are treasured as novel thoughts,” writes Tad
SBzule in the New York Times.

The Philharmonic’s tour has discredited
many of those catchwords.

EXECUTION OF IMRE NAGY AND
ASSOCIATES IN HUNGARY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
is gratifying to note that the deplorable
execution of Hungary’s Nagy is not being
received with acquiescence and apathy in
countries who have had association with
the Communist bloe. I call the atten-
tion of the Senate to the New York
Times article of June 23 concerning the
vigorous protest of the Yugoslavian
Government against the violation of an
honorable agreement and the subsequent
cruel treatment and ultimate murder of
Nagy.

Clearly, the Yugoslav people are in-
censed over the trial by terror in Hun-
gary. To this degree the tragedy of
Negy may serve a useful purpose in clari-
fying Soviet intentions in Eastern
Europe.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the
body of the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered fo be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

BELGRADE ASSATLS BUDAPEST FRAUD—PROTEST
oN Nacy CaLLs CHARGE YUGOSLAV EMBASSY
AmED HiM A PURE FABRICATION

(By Elie Abel)

BeLcrapE, Yugoslavia, June 23.—The Yugo-
slav Government registered a vigorous pro=
test today against the secret trial and execu-
tion of Imre Nagy and his associates,

In a note delivered this morning by Jovo
Eapicie, Yugoslav Ambassador in Budapest,
President Tito's government suggested
bluntly that the entire indictment against
Mr. Nagy, Gen. Pal Maliter, military leader
in the uprising, and two others smacked of
fraud.

Belgrade rejected as “fabricated from the
beginning to the end,” the Hungarian Jus-
tice Ministry’s accusation that Mr. Nagy,
Hungary's Premlier during the 1956 uprising,
had directed a last-ditch campalgn of re-
sistance to the new regime installed by the
Soviet Army while he was in asylum at the
Yugoslav Embassy in Budapest.

In light of this patenily false allegation
and the fact that the trial was secret, there
is good reason to doubt the “truthfulness of
the rest of the indictment,” the Yugoslay
note said.

DIPLOMATS SURFRISED AT TONE

The protest note, drafted last weekend at
a meeting of the highest Yugoslav leaders
with President Tito on Brioni Island, sur-
prised some diplomats here by the sharp-
ness of its tone.

Not a line of note was calculated to spare
the feelings of the Hungarian regime or its
Soviet sponsors. The language indicated
that the Yugoslav leadership realized it was
in for a long and bitter struggle, one that
would not be sweetened by synthetic polite-
ness.

Belgrade sald the Hungarlian Government
had twice violated its guaranty of safe con-
duct to Mr. Nagy and his associates. The
first time was November 22, 1956, when they
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were kidnaped on emerging from the Yugo-
slav Embassy in Budapest and sent into
forced exile in Rumania, the note saild. The
second breach of the agreement was Mr.
Nagy's execution, Belgrade charged.

The whole business was staged "to ag-
gravate and justify* the current Soviet
bloc campaign against Marshal Tito, the
Yugoslay note commented.

It termed the Hungarian Government’s
action “a crude and completely unprovoked
attack” that dealt “a heavy blow to relations
between the two countries.”

SOVIET PRODDING SUGGESTED

Without too much subtlety, the Yugoslav
note implied that the Hungarian Govern-
ment had joined the attack on Soviet orders
rather than of its own free will.

Even in that event, however, Budapest de-
served condemnation because relations be-
tween Hungary and Yugoslavia have heen
improving after a long period of estrange-
ment and this progress now has been set
back, the note went on.

Belgrade added a reminder that in 1949
Laszlo Rajk, another Hungarian Communist,
had been tried and put to death in an ef-
fort to prove that Yugoslavia was guilty of
interference in Hungarian affairs. Only after
“much Innocent blood"” had been shed was
the Hungarian Government forced to admit
that the proofs against Mr. Rajk were fabri-
cated, the note said.

Finally Belgrade reminded the Hungarian
Government that Mr. Nagy was not in a
position to carry any kind of political ac-
tivities from the Yugoslav Embassy because
the bullding off Heroes Square in Budapest,
was “under strict supervision of Soviet Army
units and the Hungarian security police”
throughout his period of asylum.

The note mentioned that a Yugoslav dip=-
lomat had been shot dead inside the em-
bassy by fire from BSoviet tanks in the
streets.

*“The Yugoslav Government and our peo-
ples have received this sudden news about
the secret trial and execution of Imre Nagy
with deep bitterness,” the note said.

HUMANE SLAUGHTER OF ANIMALS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, as
the sponsor of S. 1497, the companion
to the House-passed bill providing for
the humane slaughter of animals, I was
particularly pleased to note the June 22
Washington Post editorial entitled “Tem-
porizing With Cruelty. There is no need
for further study of humane-slaughter
technigues. They are based on the sim-
ple assumption that an animal should
be rendered unconscious before it is
killed. I doubt very much that we are
presently at a loss for effective scientific
methods of accomplishing this end.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial be printed at this
point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

TEMPORIZING WITH CRUELTY

It iz a real misfortune that the Senate
Agriculture Committee, ylelding to the pres-
sure of a number of big meatpackers, re-
ported on Wednesday a cynical bill calling
for a 2-3’8&!‘ study of humane methods of
slaughter in American packinghouses. The
committee had before it a moderate practical
measure, a companion to the Poage bill
passed by the House of Representatives,
which would have precluded United States
Government purchases of products from
slaughterhouses employing Inhumane tech-
nigues. The bill thoroughly deserved the
Agriculture Committee’s approval. We hope
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it will be substituted for the dilatory and
evasive measure reported by the committee
when that issue comes to the floor.

There is no need whatever for a 2-year
study of humane-slaughter techniques. They
have been studied and perfected by univer-
sities; they have been tested in operation by
a number of progressive meatpackers; they
have long been in use—and required by law—
in civilized European countries, They are
based on the simple principle that an animal
ought to be rendered unconscious before it
is killed—instead of being put to death by
the sadistic methods still widely used in the
United States. Abandonment by unneces-
sary cruelty to animals in this enlightened
land is long overdue.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that a res-
olution I have recently received from the
Pittsburgh annual conference of the
Methodist Church concerning humane
slaughter be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

A ResoLuTioN CONCERNING SLAUGHTER OF
MEeAT ANIMALS, THE PITTSBURGH ANNUAL
CONFERENCE OF THE METHODIST CHURCH

Whereas various bills on the subject of
humane slaughter of meat animals have been
introduced in the Congress of the United
States dealing with several phases of this
question and representing different points of
view, some of which have been presented in
the interest of those friendly to the packers
and recommending delay and nonaction;
and

‘Whereas Senate bill 1497 has been intro=-
duced and sponsored by Senators HUBERT
HumPHREY, 0f Minnesota; RICHARD L. NEU-
BERGER, of Oregon, Democrats; and WILLIAM A.
PURTELL, of Connecticut, Republican, making
humane methods mandatory but granting a
2-year delay to glve the packing plants
plenty of time to convert, with House bill
8308 also having been presented as compro-
mise and having been adopted by the House
on February 4, 1958; and

Whereas those numbered as favorable to
humane slaughter of meat animals are the
General Federation of Women's Clubs, the
St. Louis Post-Dispatch in its editorials, the
Congregational Churches of Connecticut, the
National Farmers Union, various units of the
Asgoclation of Business and Professional
Women, the Catholic War Veterans, the
American Legion and other groups, the two
big packinghouse workers' unions, the Amal=
gamated Meat Cutters and Butchers Work-
men of North America, AFL-CIO, and, very
significantly, the United Packinghouse Work=-
ers of America, AFL-CIO, and several com-
panies have introduced humane methods of
slaughtering; and

Whereas at the hearing before the House
of Representatives Agriculture Committee
this year and the Senate committee last year
not one Christian religious organization as
such was on hand to plead for passage of
these bills: therefore be it

Resolved by the Pittsburgh Annual Con-
ference of the Methodist Church:

First. We oppose a widespread situation in
this country where millions of meat ani-
mals for American tables are slaughtered
every yeur under conditions of unthinkable
brutality.

Becond. We strongly urge Increasing use
of humane slaughtering methods which have
long been in use in Britain, Holland, Switzer-
land, in all the Scandinavian countries, and
also in New Zealand and the Piji Islands, and
we commend the several American packing
plants which have employed such methods,
the use of anesthetics, a captive-bolt pistol.

Third. We protest the delay in dealing with
such a situation and call upon the Congress
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to enact at once the legislation necessary to
correct the present situation and to Insure
humane slaughtering methods In the pack-
ing plants of the United States. Such bills
as Senate bill 1487 and House bill 8308 are
samples of the legislation required,

CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN PUB-
LIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HAR-
BORS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico under the same
conditions as I have heretofore yielded.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, I submit
a report of the committee of conference
on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 3910) authorizing the con-
struction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and har-
bors for mavigation, flood control, and
for other purposes. I ask unanimous
consent for the present consideration of
the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of June 25, 1958, pp. 12244-
12252, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr.
President, will the Senator from New
Mexico yield to me, in order that I may
make a statement on the conference
report?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not have the floor,
so I cannot yield.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. K-
FAUVER in the chair). The Senator from
New Mexico was yielded to by the Sena-
tor from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND].

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
yielded on the condition that it would
not count as a speech by me on the Alas-
kan statehood bill and on the further
condition that I would not thereby lose
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Very well, Mr. Presi=
dent; I yield.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, before
the Senator from South Dakota proceeds,
I wonder whether it will be desirable to
have a quorum call, in order to have a
full attendance of Senators to consider
the conference report.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I know of
no question or controversy on the re-

Tt

The conferees met on yesterday and,
after a full and free discussion of the
different points at issue, every member
of the conference committee, both the
conferees on the part of the Senate and
the conferees on the part of the House,
signed the report.

I take the floor at this time to make
that statement, first.

In the second place, I wish to express
my appreciation to my colleagues on the
conference committee for the effective
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way in which they presented the point of
view of the Senate.

Third, Mr. President, I take the floor
because I wish to call attention to the
achievement of an agreement on the so-
called power-reservation clause with ref-
erence to the Missouri River Basin au-
thorization.

The House had included a proviso to
the reservation clause. The reservation
appeared in both the House version and
in the Senate version of the bill. The
proviso was subject to at least dual in-
terpretations. Under the interpretation
which I obtained informally from the
officials in the Department of the In-
terior, it would have, or could have
negatived the power reservation.

The House proviso read as follows:

Provided, That the distribution of such
power shall not be Inconsistent with the pro-
visions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act
of 10944,

It was believed by those with whom I
conferred that that would not merely in-
sure preference for the preference cus-
tomers within the State where a dam
was located, but it would also prevent any
distribution of reserved power to any
other than preference customers. Con-
sequently, I proposed the language which
was adopted by the conferees. That
language is as follows:

Provided, That the distribution and sale
of such reserved power within the State shall
be made first to preference users in keeping
with the provislons of section 5 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944: And provided further,
That the power so reserved for use within
the State shall be not to exceed 50 percent
of the output of such dam.

I have literally and verbatim read the
words of the proviso as they appear in
the conference report.

I call attention to the fact that by
using the words “shall be made first to
preference users in keeping with the
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Con-
trol Act of 1944,” the proviso does not
prevent the sale and distribution to other
than preference users of the reserved
power which the preference customers
within the State might not themselves
need.

Section 5 of the Flood Control Act of
1944 provides, first, that the power which
is excess to the needs of the Corps of
Engineers shall be turned over to the
Secretary of the Interior, and he shall
dispose of it in such fashion as to ac-
complish the most widespread use at the
lowest rates consistent with good busi-
ness principles. That of itself does not
forbid the sale to customers other than
preference customers.

‘The second portion of section 5 of the
Flood Control Act of 1944 requires that
preference be given to rural cooperatives,
municipalities, and other public agencies,
But it will be seen that, taken together,
there is no prohibition of the sale to
customers other than preference cus-
tomers if the purpose of widespread dis-
tribution and lowest rates consistent
with sound business principles and ap-
proval by the Federal Power Commission
is complied with.

It was to preserve the possible sale to
other than preference customers, out of
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the reserved power, that the first part
of this proviso was proposed.

The second part of the proviso was
developed and proposed in the confer-
ence committee in order to avoid any
possible misconstruction or trouble over
interpretation as to what a reasonable
amount might be. The total amount
of power which can be generated by the
great dams on the Missouri River in
South Dakota will be somewhat more
than 1 billion kilowatts. The amount
which will be produced will probably be
in excess of 1,100,000,000 kilowatts. The
Big Bend Dam—the one dam which is
yet to be constructed, and which will
come within the terms of the reserva-
tion—will produce, so it is estimated,
slightly more than 200,000 kilowatts.

By means of the language of the sec-
ond proviso, we seek to make clear just
what a reasonable amount would be.

The proviso reads:

And provided further, That the power so
reserved for use within the State shall be
not to exceed 50 percent of the output of such
dam.

In other words, in round figures, a rea-
sonable amount would be identified as
roughly 100,000 kilowatts or whatever
above that might be the odd amount of
the total production.

I make this statement definitely, Mr.
President, as the author of the proviso
and as a member of the conference com-
mittee, because I do not want the pro-
viso to be misunderstood, nor do I want
any problem of interpretation to arise in
the future.

In the statement of the managers on
the part of the House, I notice that they
have paraphrased the proviso as follows:

Provided, That the power so reserved for
use within the State not exceed 50 percent
of the output of the dam.

But, Mr. President, I feel that that is
not quite an accurate paraphrase; and
the interpretation must be that which
is provided by the conference report it-
self, namely:

Provided further, That the power so re-
served for use within the State shall be not

to exceed 50 percent of the output of such
dam.

That is different, in this respect: It is
an aflirmative earmarking or directive of
50 percent, and not a mere negative lim-
itation.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, will
the?senat.or from South Dakota yield to
me

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am
happy to yield.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I wish to ask sev-
eral questions of the distinguished Sena-
tor from South Dakota about this
reservation.

Mr. KEERR. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Oregon speak louder, so
all of us can hear him?

Mr. NEUBERGER. Yes, Mr. Presi-
dent.

I will say that I wish to ask several
questions of the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota about this power
reservation, as it finally has emerged
from the conference committee.

I ask the questions for a reason which
is very perfinent to those of us who come
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from the Pacific Northwest. There has
been a great deal of controversy—as the
chairman of the Rivers and Harbors Sub-
committee knows—over the distribution
of power among the Northwest States
from projects owned and operated by the
Federal Government on the Columbia
River system.

Furthermore, there have been some
protests from my State of Oregon, which
predominantly is served by private utility
companies, with respect to the operation
of the preference clause in the neighbor-
ing State of Washington, where there are
more publicly owned agencies.

So I should like to ask a few questions,
for the purpose of clarification.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Pres-
ident, I am happy to have the questions
asked by the Senator from Oregon, be-
cause I know he has studied the question,
has conducted hearings on the problem,
has prepared a brief on the subject, and
is informed in regard to the principles
and questions involved.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator for his kind remarks.

Here is the first question I should
like to ask. Under the operation of this
reservation, as it has come before us
in the conference report, would a private
utility company in the State of South
Dakota where the power project is lo-
cated prevail over a public agency in
another State with respect to power
from a Corps of Engineers dam in South
Dakota?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That
would depend upon whether the power
was within this reservation of power.
Within this reservation of power, it
would.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Within the 50
percent?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Within
the 50 percent, it would. .

Mr. NEUBERGER. In other words,
within the 50 percent portion of the
output of that Federal dam, a private
power company in South Dakota could
prevail over a publicly owned system in
another State?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. ¥Yes, but
I point out, in that connection, it is not
the power company that prevails; it is
the customers of the power company
who prevail. The distribution of the
power would be subject to the provision
of section 5 of the Flood Control Act of
1944, which provides that distribution
shall be such as to accomplish the most
widespread use and at the lowest pos-
sible rates consistent with good business,
and those rates shall be subject to ap-
proval by the Federal Power Commis-
sion. So the benefit would go not to
the utility, but to the consumer.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator for his answer to my first question,

The second question I should like to
ask bears on how the power would be
distributed within South Dakota, once
a portion of that 50 percent had been
made available to the private power
company for distribution. Let us say
in South Dakota there is a publicly
owned system, such as a rural electric
cooperative or a municipal system:

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. We have
such systems in South Dakota. Water=
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town and Pierre have municipally owned
systems.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen=-
ator for that information. Let us say
the Watertown municipal system at-
tempts to exercise the preference clause
as against or opposed to a private power
company in South Dakota, that has ob-
tained some of the Federal kilowatts
within the 50 percent reservation. Un-
der those circumstances, would the
Watertown municipal system be able to
withdraw those kilowatts from the priv-
ate power company in South Dakota
that was obtaining them?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Yes, it
would, but I assume that sound manage-
ment would require due notice. A sys-
tem could not arbitrarily take power
away from somebody and then release it.
It would have to be done upon proper
withdrawal notice.

Mr. NEUBERGER. All my questions
are based on the assumption that it
would be done in accordance with usual
procedure in such withdrawals. I may
be elliptical in asking my questions, but
that assumption is included in them.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. All muni-
cipalities, like Watertown or Pierre, or
rural electric cooperatives, or other pub-
lic bodies, would be entitled to ask for
the power which was being distributed
through a private supplier or distributor,
upon due notice. I might say I would
hope, however, those agencies would
have gotten the bulk of their demand
taken care of out of the reservation or
out of the power for which they had
originally subscribed.

The particular problem in South Da-
kota has this aspect to it: Our REA's,
as of today, are getting the power they
can immediately contract for, but their
demand load is growing and they are ex-
panding, so that they are worried about
the situation 5 or 10 years from now. The
Secretary of the Interior had indicated
he was going to “put on the block,” so
to speak, power from the Big Bend Dam,
which is not yet constructed, but power
from it will be subject to sale and con-
tract next year., The rural electric co-
operatives in my State, under schedules
of growth, foresee a growing demand in
1961, 1962, 1965, and 1970; but next year,
1959, they cannot afford to contract for
their power needs of 5 years from that
date. If the Big Bend power should be
put up for sale at the time the dam’s
construction was started, the REA’s
would be at a great disadvantage in try-
ing to bid for power which they would
not need for 5 or 10 years from now.
This reservation of power is in their in-
terest in that it reserves the block of
power on which they will have the first
call when the time comes when they need
it.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I understand
that, and the questions I am asking the
Senator from South Dakota are being
voiced in an effort to ascertain just ex-
actly how this power reservation will
operate. One of the reasons why I am
asking the question is precisely this: We
have a situation in the Pacific North-
west which is not drastically different
from that in the Missouri River Basin,
as it was explained to us in our sub-
committee by the Senator from South

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Dakota. As I understand the situation
in the Missouri River Basin, electricity
is distributed predominantly by private
utility companies in South Dakota.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. That is
correct.

Mr. NEUBERGER. While nearby,
such as in the State of Nebraska, elec-
tricity is mainly distributed by publicly
owned systems.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Practi-
cally 100 percent. The Missouri River
forms the boundary between the two
States. In fact, the north reaches of
the river are in South Dakota, while the
south reaches are in the State of
Nebraska.

Mr. NEUBERGER. As the Senator
from South Dakota knows, having
served on the subcommittee headed by
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Kerr], in the Pacific Northwest there
is a somewhat similar situation. The
Columbia River, which is the greatest
source of waterpower in the country,
forms the border between Oregon and
Washington. Most of the electric power
in Oregon is distributed by private
power companies, and a very substantial
portion of the electricity in Washington
State is distributed by public utility dis-
tricts and municipally owned districts.
Therefore, the two situations, one in the
Columbia River Basin and the other in
the Missouri River Basin, are not too
different.

I should like to ask the Senator from
South Dakota this further question.
Within the 50 percent reservation, as
described in the conference report——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. As de-
scribed in the bill submitted in the con-
ference report.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I accept the cor-
rection. I am grateful for it.

As submitted in the bill contained in
the conference report, a private power
company in South Dakota could prevail
for itself and its customers as opposed
to a publicly-owned system in another
State when the power project is located
in South Dakota. Is that correct?

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Until
such time as a public body or a prefer-
ence group such as an REA should ask
for power in South Dakota.

Mr. NEUBERGER. That was the
next question I intended to ask. In
other words, a preference body in the
State of South Dakota could still pre-
vail—

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Yes, and
I anticipate eventually it will get the
power,

Mr. NEUBERGER. In other words,
even though a private utility in South
Dakota could withdraw power from a
publicly owned system——

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. It could
borrow it, so to speak, under the reser-
vation, for a reasonable period of time,
but recognizing it could be eventually
withdrawn by a preference body.

Mr. NEUBERGER. 8till, within the
State of South Dakota, the preference
customer—that is, the publicly owned
systemm—would predominate, as opposed
to the South Dakota private power com-
pany, for the Federal kilowatts. Is that
accurate?
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Mr. CASE of South Dakota. For the
distribution of power.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from South Dakota for making
clear exactly how this provision would
operate as finally reported by the con-
ference committee.

We have this interest in the Pacific
Northwest. This colloquy certainly
serves to inform me. I know the mat-
ter is important to other Members of
the Senate.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. I am
glad to have this colloguy as a part of
the legislative history.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? I should like to ad-
dress a question to the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KerFAuvER in the chair). The Senator
from New Mexico has the floor, Does
the Senator from New Mexico yield to
the Senator from Florida for a question?

Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. First I wish to con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. Cuavezl, the
chairman of the conference committee.
I also congratulate the able senior Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. KEerr], the
chairman of the subcommittee, Both
Senators have worked, I think, not only
faithfully but very successfully in bring-
ing forward the conference report-bill.

As the Senator knows, there is one
project in my State which will be with-
out ability to claim the substantial ap-
propriations contained in the present
budget and in the present appropriation
bill unless this particular authorization
bill becomes law. I refer to the Cen-
tral and South Florida Flood Control
Project. I am therefore exceedingly
anxious to know whether the bill is in
such form that there can be no question
about its approval by the Corps of Engi-
neers of the United States Army and by
the Bureau of the Budget. I know
there have been long and protracted
negotiations by the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the Senator
from Oklahoma with both the Corps of
Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget.
My question is: Am I correct in my
understanding that as to all projects in
the conference report bill accord has
been reached among the committees of
Congress, the Corps of Engineers of the
United States Army, and the Bureau of
the Budget?

Mr, CHAVEZ. The projects within
the bill covered by the conference report
are those which meet the requirements
demanded by the Bureau of the Budget
and by the executive department, and
those only.

Mr. President, I express my gratitude
and feeling of obligations to the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma for his
many days of work with the Bureau of
the Budget in order to be able to present
a conference report bill which we felt
would be signed by the President.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator. I understand the
bill, as to all of the projects, substan=
tially meets the requirements of the Bu=
reau of the Budget and the Corps of
Engineers.
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Mr. CHAVEZ. I am pretty sure my
good friend the Senator from Oklahoma
can give the Senator some assurance in
that regard.

Mr. KEERR. Mr. President, the an-
swer to the gquestion is in the affirmative.
Not only every project in the State of
Florida but also every project in the
conference report bill either is in accord
with the recommendations of the Bu-
reau of the Budget and the Corps of
Engineers or has the approval both of
the Bureau of the Budget and the Corps
of Engineers as the projects are pro-
vided for in the report.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
certainly thank both of my distinguished
friends. I think they have rendered a
very great service not simply to my State
but to the Nation in resolving a very dif-
ficult situation.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield to the
Senator from California?

. Mr. CHAVEZ, 1 yield to the Senator
from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. I also wish to ex-
press the appreciation of all the Mem-
bers of the Senate, I am sure, to the dis-
tinguished Chairman of the Committee
on Public Works, the Senator from New
‘Mexico [Mr. Cravezl, and the other con-
ferees on the part of the Senate who
worked on this measure and who, with
the help of associates on the Committee
.on Publiec Works, reported the conference
bill to the Senate. I make particular
reference to the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. Kerr]l, who has
played such an important part in work-
ing out a solution to the problem; the
Senator from Michigan [Mr, McNAMARAT,
who served as a conferee; our own rank-
ing member on the committee, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
‘[IMr. Manrtin]; and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Casel, who has for so
many years worked diligently on mat-
ters concerning public works.

I think there has been a splendid ap-
proach to the problem. The bill was
originally presented to the Senate in a
bipartisan manner and received the
overwhelming support of the Members
on both sides of the aisle. I believe the
conference report bill is one which ecan
be very promptly acted upon favorably
by the President of the United States.
We can then move ahead on a large
number of these great public works proj-
ects which are important to our country.

I Wwould not want this opportunity to
pass without expressing appreciation for
the long hours of service which went
into bringing the matter to the point
of final approval by the two Houses of
Congress, so that it may be sent to the
President.

Mr. CHAVEZ, I may state that there
has never been a chairman of a commit-
tee who received better cooperation than
the Chairman of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works. I feel obligated to all mem-
bers of the full committee in this in-
stance.

- Mr. KERR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?
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Mr. CHAVEZ. I yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. EERR. Mr. President, I desire to
express my appreciation to the chairman
of the committee for his able leadership
and for his very effective cooperation. I
also wish to thank the distinguished
minority leader for his very kind re-
marks, and I wish further to thank the
distinguished Senator from Florida.

I should like to say, Mr. President, I
have never worked on a piece of proposed
legislation with reference to which there
was finer cooperation by the members
of the committee. Upon enactment,
this legislation will be a milestone in
the record of this body insofar as the
Senator from Oklahoma is concerned.
After the bill was twice acted on by the
Congress and twice vetoed, the Director
of the Bureau of the Budget, for his
department and for the President,
worked with the committee in a manner
which was distinctly cooperative and
constructively helpful. I am deeply
grateful to each and every member of
the committee—and especially to my
good friend, the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel, who spent so many
hours on this matter with me, with the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget,
and with his fine colleagues on his side
of the aisle and those on my side of the
aisle. Speaking for myself, as well as
for my colleagues, I desire to express
appreciation to the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget and his office for
constructive help and a cooperative atti-
tude in this matter, which made it possi-
ble for us to bring the conference report
bill to the Senate with complete accept-
ance and approval.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

Mr. CASE of South Dakota., Mr. Pres-
ident, I do not wish to detain the Senate
longer or delay the adoption of the con-
ference report, but in view of the things
which have been said I should like to
speak very briefly with respect to the
services of other Senators in this regard.

The distinguished minority leader, the
Senator from California [Mr. Know-
Lanp]l, himself deserves credit in connec-
tion with the achievement of this posi-
tion with respect to a bill which was
twice vetoed. The Senator from Califor-
nia was vitally interested in some of the
projects which were in the bill which
was vetoed. The Senator from Califor-
nia introduced a bill which would have
made it possible for the Senate to ap-
proach the matter by simply accepting
the projects which did not ineur the
disapproval of the President. However,
the Senator from California did not take
an arbitrary or selfish position in that
matter by saying, “Let us only put
through the projects, in which I and a
few others are interested, which have the
President’s approval.” Instead he took
the position, “We will not press for the
bill unless we can work out a solution
which will provide for some of the other
projects as well.”

The Senator from Oklahoma—be it
said to his everlasting credit—did not
take the arbitrary position that we would
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ride roughshod and force a vote on over-
riding the President’s veto, I think pos-

‘sibly some political hay might have been

made, from the standpoint of certain
persons, had that been attempted,
whether or not it would have resulted
in the accomplishment of legislation.

I believe the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MaArTIN], my
senior on this committee, expressed our
sentiments very well the other evening
when the bill was under consideration
in the Senate, He said, “We have here
an example of the American system
working in its best manner.” He spoke
of it as Americanism at its best.

Those words from a man like the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania come with good grace, because no
man, after a long public career, is better
able to intepret the American system
than is the distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania, EDWARD MARTIN. We shall
miss him next year. On another oec-
casion I hope to speak at greater length
expressing some of my respect and ad-
miration for the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania; but on this occasion I say to him
that I think he said the right thing. The
bill does represent the American system
working at its best.

To the Senator from Pennsylvania and
to the chairman of the committee, the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. Cravez], I express the appreciation
of all members of the subcommittee for
their fine leadership of the committee as
a whole. I hope they will continue to
give us the benefit of their counsel from
time to time. The Senator from New
Mexico will be with us next year, I as-
sume. I am sorry the Senator from
Pennsylvania will not.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I, too,
am sorry that the committee is to lose
the benefit of the services of the Senator
from Pennsylvania, a great Senator. The
Senate itself will lose a Member who is
highly respected, and who has contrib-
uted much to the American way of life.

Mr. MARTIN of Pennsylvania. Mr.
President, I did not intend to say any-
thing relative to the conference report,
but I have been greatly moved by what
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico and the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota have said.

I believe that this measure represents
Americanism at its best. A prodigious
amount of work has been done in con-
nection with the bill. I express my ap-
preciation for the work of the senior
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Casgl,
As Senators know, I am the senior Re-
publican on both the Committee on
Finance and the Committee on Public
Works, This year I have had a most
difficult task. I have assigned much
work to the senior Senator from South
Dakota, and he has always performed in
a wonderful manner,

At this time I wish to express my ap-
preciation for the fine cordiality which
exists in the Committee on Public Works.
As the distinguished chairman has said,
it has always been nonpolitical.

The work of the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Kerrl, in connection with
the bill, is deserving of the highest com-
mendation.
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I wish also to commend the minority
leader [Mr. Knowranp]l. He was cer-
tainly most unselfish in all this work. I
think we have a fine bill. It has re-
quired a great amount of work. It isthe
fruit of a patriotic endeavor on the part
of all Members on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
wish to add my word of commendation
for the work of the distinguished Sena-
tor from New Mexico [Mr. Caavez] who
is now the fifth in seniority in the Senate,
on the rivers and harbors bills.

I do not regard the projects in the bill
as pork-barrel projects, as the executive
department stated. The bill represents
careful, skillful work on the part of both
Houses, for the benefit of the American
people.

It is necessary that rivers, harbors, and
channels be deepened to accommodate
our expanding trade, if both interstate
trade and international trade are to con-
tinue.

There has been a constant increase in
the size of seagoing vessels. Our com-
merce has been constantly expanding.
There have been constantly increasing
demands upon industry to bring forward
new products which can contribute to a
better way of life for many people.

There has also been a constantly in-
ereasing personal demand. With in-
creasing technology each individual re-
quires a greater quantity of the products
of our mines, fields, and factories.

The hill will help all the people of the
country. It will injure no one.

I am happy to have this opportunity
to add my word of commendation for the
fine work done. I attended some of the
hearings, and found a uniform courtesy
toward everyone, regardless of the pro-
ject involved, and regardless of whether
it was approved.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I de-
gsire to congratulate the distinguished
senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
CHaveEz] on the very fine work he has
done in connection with this bill. The
Senator from New Mexico is one of the
most influential, popular, and able Mem-
bers of this body. He has done outstand-
ing work in this field, and his service in
the United States Senate has truly been
outstanding.

Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. President, I know
that the conference report is a privi-
leged matter. Nevertheless, I wish to
thank the Senator from Mississippi for
the patience he has displayed.

I ask for the approval of the confer-
ence report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had disagreed to the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 11645) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Labor, and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, and related agencies, for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1959, and for other
purposes; agreed to the conference asked
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by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
FocearTYy, Mr. DeENTON, Mr. MARSHALL,
Mr. Cannon, Mr. Lairp, Mr. CEDERBERG,
and Mr. TaBER were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 12428) making appropriations for
the Departments of State and Justice,
the Judiciary, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and
for other purposes; that the House re-

.ceded from its disagreement to the

amendments of the Senate numbered 6,
12, and 16 to the bill, and concurred
therein, and that the House receded from
its disagreement to the amendment of
the Senate numbered 21 to the bill, and
concurred therein, with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the enrolled bill (8. 1706) to amend the
act entitled “An act to grant additional
powers to the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved December 20, 1944, as
amended, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore,

DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND JUS-
TICE APPROPRIATION BILL

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
was a member of the conference com-
mittee on the bill (H, R. 12428) making
appropriations for the Departments of
State and Justice, the Judiciary, and re-
lated agencies, and for other purposes,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959,

The report of the conferees, House
Report No. 1980, was filed in the House
of Representatives yesterday, and ap-
proved by that body today. My name
appeared as a signer of this conference
report, through error.

I do not approve of the action of the
conferees in approving amendment No.
9, which, among other things, appropri-
ates $22.8 million for international edu-
cational exchange activities. The House
of Representatives originally allowed
$20.8 million for this activity, and the
Senate approved the amount of $30.8
million.

In my estimation, had the conferees
allowed the full $30.8 million approved
by the Senate, the amount would still
have been inadequate for carrying on
this program, which is of proven success,
and has been an extremely vital activity
in improving our foreign relations.

I think it is a most regrettable circum-
stance that the House insists upon cur-
tailing this program within very narrow
limits, while at the same time the House
provides an extremely large increase
over the budget figures for the military
program; and, furthermore, in this
morning’s newspapers I noticed that the
House has doubled the construction
funds for the atomic energy activities.
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Mr. President, for the reasons stated,
I ask unanimous consent that my name
be stricken from the conference report.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for the
admission of the State of Alaska into the
Union.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, we
have heard much, and have read much
in the public press and in magazines—
most of which are supporting statehood
for Alaska—about the law of the land.
In fact, the cry since 1954 has been
“This is the law of the land. The
Supreme Court has spoken, and there-
fore it must be obeyed.”

Today I intend to speak on the “law of
the land.”

From the time of the founding of the
Republic until the present time, the
Supreme Court has uniformly held that
States can be admitted into the Union
only on the basis of equality. Section 10
of the bill flies in the face of the Constitu-
tion. I submit that the law of the land
voids section 10 of the bill, and that the
law of the land must be obeyed.

Section 10 was placed in the bill at the
request of the Defense Department. It
would prescribe a condition precedent
to the admission of Alaska to the Union.
There is no right, and no power on the
part of Congress to place any conditions
on the admission of a State to the Union.
In a few minutes I shall discuss in some
detail the decisions of the Supreme
Court, which are the law of the land, and
which the Senate should ohey.

Mr. President, I am deeply con-
cerned about the constitutional issues
presented by section 10 of this bill, which
would authorize the President, by Execu~
tive order, to withdraw certain areas of
the new State and by virtue of that Ex-
ecutive order the land so withdrawn
would be completely under the dominion
and sovereignty of the United States
rather than under the State of Alaska
during that period of withdrawal. This
means that the approximately 24,000
citizens in the withdrawal area would
be under the exclusive dominion and
control of the Federal Government and
even could be summarily evacuated at
a moment’s notice,.

I submit that the reservation con-
tained in section 10 is such a condition
imposed upon the new State of Alaska
as a price for admission into the Union
of States that it does violence to the
equal footing doctrine, whereby the pre-
ceding States entering this Union all
entered on equal footing.

Mr. President, former Governor Grue-
ning of Alaska, in his testimony be-
fore the committee testified that this
was an unfavorable condition and that
it was a precedent never before set in
the history of our Republic.

What is the law? The leading case
on the subject is Coyle v. Oklahoma (221
U. 8. 559). The facts in that case show
that Congress passed a law admitting
Oklahoma into the Union. If placed on
the admittance of the State of Oklahoma
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the condition that the State capital must
be located at the town of Guthrie, and
that the State capital could not be moved
by State authority until 1913. The act
was passed, as I recall, in 1906. It also
provided that the Legislature of the
State of Oklahoma could not appropriate
money for the construction of the neces-
sary State buildings at the new State
capital.

When Oklahoma was admitted to the
Union, the legislature immediately re-
moved the capital fo Oklahoma City, and
appropriated money for its construection.
A part of the reservation in the act Con-
gress passed reads as follows:

That the Constitutional Convention pro-
vided for herein shall, by ordnance irrevo-
cable, accept the terms and conditions of
this act.

The Supreme Court said:

The only questlon for review by us is
whether the provision of the enabling act
was a valld limitation upon the power of
the State after its admission, which over-
rides any subsequent State legislation re-
pugnant thereto.

I am reading from the majority opin-
ion of the Court in Coyle against Okla-
homa:

The question then comes to this: Can a
State be placed upon a plane of inequality
with its sister States in the Union if the Con-
gress chooses to impose conditions which so
operate, at the time of its admission? The
argument is that while Congress may not de-
prive a State of any power which it pos-
sesses, it may as a condition to the admission
of a new State, constitutionally restrict its
authority, to the extent at least, of suspend-
ing its powers for a definite time in respect
to the location of its seat of government.

I am still reading from the opinion
written by Mr. Justice Lurton:

The definition of a “State"” is found in the
Ppowers possessed by the original States which
adopted the Constitution, a definition em-
phasized by the terms employed in all sub-
sequent acts of Congress admitting new
Btates Into the Union. The first two States
admitted into the Union were the States of
Vermont and Eentucky, one as of March 4,
1791, and the other as of June 1, 1792. No
terms or conditions were exacted from either.
Each act declares that the State is admitted
“as a new and entire member of the United
Btates of America.”

This Union was and is & Unlon of States
equal in power, dignity, and authority, each
competent to exert that reslduum of sov-
ereignty not delegated to the United States
by the Constitution itself. To maintain
otherwlse would be to say that the Unilon,
through the power of Congress to admit new
States, might come to a Union of States un-
equal in power, as including States whose
powers were restricted only by the Constitu-
tion, with others whose powers had been fur-
ther restricted by act of Congress accepted
as a condition of admission.

Thus, it would result, first, that the powers
of Congress would not be defined by the
Constitution alone but, in respect to mew
Btates, enlarged or restricted by the condi-
tlons imposed upon new States by its own
legislation admitting them into the Union;
and, second, that such new States might not
exercise all of the powers which had not been
delegated by the Constitution, but only such
as had not been further bargained away as
conditions of admission.

The argument that Congress derives, from
the duty of guaranteeing to each State in
this Union a republican form of govern-
ment, power to impose restrictions upon a
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new SBtate which deprives it of equality with
other members of the Union has no merit.
It may imply the duty of such new State to
provide itself with such State government,
and impose upon Congress the duty of seeing
that such form is not changed to one anti-
republican.

I read further from the decision:

Emphatic and significant as is the phrase
admitted as “an entire member,” even
stronger was the declaration upon the ad-
mission in 1796 of Tennessee, as the third
new Btate, it belng declared to be “one of
the United States of America,” “on an
equal footing with the original States in all
respects whatsoever,” phraseology which has
ever silnce been substantially followed in
admission acts, concluding with the Okla-
homa act, which declares that Oklahoma
shall be admitted “on an equal footing with
the original States.”

Mr. President, what would happen
under section 10 of the bill? The Presi-
dent of the United States is authorized,
without a declaration of martial law, to
withdraw sovereignty from over half of
the area of the State of Alaska.

The President of the United States
is empowered under the withdrawal pro-
visions of the bill to displace State offi-
cers and to appoint Federal officers to
enforce the laws of the State provided
that the laws of the State do not con-
flict with the Federal statute. The
hearings show, without contradiction,
that there would not even be a system
of uniform State taxation, because the
legislature of the new State could not
pass a law which conflicted with a Fed-
eral statute.

What it amounts to is a withdrawal of
the sovereignty which Congress has no
power to include as a condition for the
admittance of Alaska,

I shall finish reading the opinion of
the Supreme Court; then I shall discuss
the resolutions under which other States
were admitted to the Union. The Okla-
homa case is the law of the land. It is
the law of the land which the newspapers
and magazines always say must be
obeyed.

Mr. President, I shall conclude reading
from the opinion in the Coyle case. The
Court said:

Has Oklahoma been admitted upon an
equal footing with the Original States? If
she has, she by virtue of her jurisdictional
soverelgnty as such a State may determine
for her own people the proper location of the
local seat of government. She is not equal
in power to them if she cannot.

In Texas v. White (7 Wall. 700, 725), Chief
Justice Chase sald in strong and memorable
language that, “‘the Constitution, in all of
its provisions looks to an indestructible
Union, composed of indestructible States.”

In Lane County v. Oregon (7 Wall. 76), he
said:

“The people of the United States constl-
tute one Nation, under one Government, and
this Government, within the scope of the
powers with which it is invested, is supreme.
On the other hand, the people of each State
compose a State, having its own government,
and endowed with all the functions essential
to separate and mdependent existence. The
States disunited might continue to exist.
Without the States In union there could be
no such political body as the United States.”

To this we may add that the constitutional
equality of the States is essential to the har-
monius operation of the scheme upon which
the Republic was organized. When that
equality disappears we may remain a free
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people, but the Union will not be the Unlon
of the Constitution.

Under the principles enunciated in the
Coyle case, I submit that if section 10
remains in the bill, Alaska will not enter
the Union on an equal footing with all
the other States. i

Mr. President, as I said, the President
could displace the officials of the new
State of Alaska, and could appoint Fed-
eral officials in their stead, and there
would be no State courts, but their func-
tions would be taken over by Federal
courts, at the whim of the President. I
submit that would not place Alaska on an
equal footing; that would not be the
equality between the States which is a
very fundamental of the United States
system of Government.

I submit that this section is uncon-
stitutional; and at the proper time I
shall raise the point of order, and shall
let the Senate vote upon the constitu-
tionality of this section.

Mr. President, Coyle against Smith is a
landmark case standing for the fact that
when a new State is admitted to the
Union, it is admitted with all the powers
of sovereignty and jurisdiction which
pertain to the original States, and such
powers may not be constitutionally di-
minished, impaired, or shorn away by
any conditions, compacts, or stipulations
embraced in the act under which the
new State came into the Union, which
would not be valid and effectual if the
subject of Congressional legislation after
admission.

In United Stafes v. Texas (339 U. S.
707), at page 716, the Court said:

The “equal-footing® clause has long been
held to refer to political rights and to
sovereignty. (See Stearns v. Minnesota (179
U. 8. 223, 245).) It does not, of course, in-
clude economic stature or standing. There
has never been equality among the States
in that sense. Some States when they
entered the Union had within their bound-
aries tracts of land belonging to the Fed-
eral Government; others were soverelgns of
their soil. Some had special agreements with
the Federal Government governing property
within their borders. (See Stearns v. Minne-
sota, supra, pp. 243-246.) Area, location,
geology, and latitude have created great di-
versity in the economic aspects of the several
Btates. The requirement of equal footing
was deslgned not to wipe out those diversi-
tles, but to create parity as respects political
standing and sovereignty.

Mr. President, I should like to be told
of any other State in the Union in which
the President can displace State officials
or can appoint Federal officials to ad-
minister the laws of the State and try
people for offenses under State law in
the Federal court system. That condi-
tion was placed there at the request of
the Defense Department and the Depart-
ment of the Interior. I believe this bill
is fatally defective and that Alaska
should not be forced to ratify this con-
dition for admission to the Union. It
was placed there to meet the objection of
the President of the United States, who,
in a press conference, if I correctly re-
member reading the New York Times
index, stated that the southern part of
Alaska should be made a State and the
northern areas should be a Territory.
There is an attempt to meet that objec=
tion, but in meeting the objection the
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Constitution of the United States has
been violated.

The argument was made during the
Senate hearings that when the State of
Wyoming was admitted to the Union
there was a reservation of Yellowstone
National Park to the Federal Govern-
ment, and that was the only reason given
to justify the constitutionality, the legal-
ity, of the withdrawal provisions of this
bill. What are the facts? Yellowstone
Park was reserved by an act of Congress
when Wyoming was a Territory in 1872,
Wyoming was admitted to the Union 18
years later.

The United States Supreme Court has
spoken on the question in the case of
Martin against Waddell, when it said:

Full power is given to Congress to make
all needful rules and regulations respecting
the Territory or other property of the United
States. This authorized the of all
laws necessary to secure the rights of the
United States to the public lands and their
sale and to protect them from taxation.

But that is not the issue here, Mr.
President. The issue is the power of
the President to withdraw State sover-
eignty from half the Territory of Alaska.
Once a State is in the Union, it cannot
withdraw from the Union. It cannot be
put out of the Union. Not one scintilla
of sovereignty can be withdrawn by the
President, by the Congress, by the courts,
or by anyone else from the States.

Here is a late case, Alabama v. Texas
(347 U. S.). At page 275, Mr. Justice
Reed, in a concurring opinion, stated:

The fact that Alabama and the defendant
Btates were admitted into the Unlon “upon
the same footing with the original States,
in all respects whatever * * * does not af-
fect Congress’ power to dispose of Federal
property. The requirement of equal footing
does not demand that courts wipe out di-
versities “in the economic aspects of the
several States,” but calls for “parity as
respecta poutical standlng and soverelgnty"
{United States v. Tezas, supra, at 716). The
power of Congress to cede property to one
Btate without corresponding cession to all
Btates has been consistently recognized.

The argument is made, Why was the
Federal Government given jurisdiction
over certain lands in the State of Ari-
zona and in the State of New Mexico?
That was one of the reasons given in
committee to justify the withdrawal pro-
visions of this bill. But what are the
facts? Jurisdiction over those lands
was given by the sovereign State of
New Mexico and the sovereign State of
Arizona. It was done by State action;
it was not Federal action. In the Ari-
zona case the act was passed by the
legislature of that State in 1951, I am
informed.

The United States Supreme Court, in
Ezx parte Webb (225 U. S. 663), at page
690, had this to say:

It 1s not our to qualify the doe-
trine established by repeated decisions of
this Court that the admission of a new
State Into the Union on an equal footing
with the original States Imparts an equality
of power over mtemal affairs,

-

'rh- most rectmt declsion of thta Court upan
the subject of the proper construction of acts
of Congress passed for the admission of new
States into the Union 1s Coyle v. Smith (221
U. 8. 5569), where it was held that the Okla-
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homa Enabling Act (34 Stat,, ¢. 3335, p. 267),
in providing that the capital of the State
should temporarily be at the city of Guthrie,
and should not be changed therefrom previ=
ous to the year 1913, ceased to be a limitation
upon the power of the State after its admis-
sion. The Court, however, was careful to
state (221 U. S. 574) : “It may well happen
that Congress should embrace in an enact-
ment introducing a new State into the Union
legislation intended as a regulation of com-
merce among the States, or with Indian tribes
situated within the limits of such new State,
or regulations touching the sole care and dis-
position of the public lands or reservations
therein, which might be upheld as legislation
within the sphere of the plain power of Con-
gress. But in every such case such legis-
lation would derive its force not from any
agreement or compact with the proposed new
State, nor by reason of its acceptance of such
enactment as a term of admission, but solely
because the power of Congress extended to
the subject, and therefore would not operate
to restrict the State’s legislative power in re-

" spect of any matter which was not plainly

within the regulating power of Congress.”

Mr. President, where is the equality of
power over internal affairs in Alaska?

In the case of Case v. Toftus, 39 Fed-
eral Reports, 730, at page 732, the Court
said:

The doctrine that new States must be
admitted into the Union on an *equal
footing” with the old ones does not rest
on any express provision of the constitu-
tion, which simply declares (art. 4, sec. 3)
“new States may be admitted by Congress
into this Union,” but on what is considered
and has been held by the Supreme Court to
be the general character and purpose of
the union of the States, as established by
the constitution, a union of political equals.
(Pollard v. Hagan (3 How. 233); Permoli V.
New Orleans (Id. 609); Strader v. Graham
(10 How. 92).)

There is no equality here when 24,000
people, on orders of the President, can
be evacuated from their place of abode—
not after martial law has been declared,
not after a national emergency has been
proclaimed. What is held in all these
cases is that, as a condition of admis-
sion, or after admission, a State cannot
be deprived of its sovereignty.

Section 10 of the bill would certainly
deprive the new State of Alaska of her
sovereignty in over half of the Territory
and would vest that power in the Presi=-
dent of the United States.

The Supreme Court spoke again, Mr.
President. The decisions run down to
the present time.

In Boyd v. Thayer (143 U. 8. 135), at
page 170, the Court said:

Admission on an equal footing with the
original States, in all respects whatever, in-
volves equality of constitutional right and
power, which cannot thereafterwards be
controlled, and it also involves the adop-
tion as citizens of the United States of
those whom Congress makes members of
the political community, and who are recog-
nized as such in the formation of the new
State with the consent of Congress.

I submit that the power given in the
bill to take over State functions in more
than half of the area of the new State—
to suspend statehood, as my distin-
guished friend from Idaho said, would
be a suspension of statehood in such
area—is a violation of the Constitution
of the United States.
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In Escanaba Company v. Chicago (107
U. S. 678, at p. 688), Mr. Justice Field,
speaking for the Supreme Court, said:

Whatever the limitation upon her powers
as a government whilst in a territorlal con-
dition, whether from the ordinance of 1787
or the legislation of Congress, it ceased to
have any operative force, except as volun-
tarily adopted by her, after she became &
State of the Union. On her admission sh,e
at once hecame entitled to and
all the rights of dominion and sovereignty
which belonged to the original States. She
was admitted, and could be admitted, only
on the same footing with them. * * *
Equality of the constitutional right and
power is the condition of all the States of
the Union, old and new.

Next there is a Florida case. What
did the Court say about “equal foot-
ing"?

In Skiriotes v. Florida (313 U, S. 69),
at page 77, the Court said:

If the United States may control the con-
duct of its citizens upon the high seas, we
see no reason why the State of Florida may
not llkewise govern the conduct of its citi-
zens upon the high seas with respect fo
matters in which the State has a legitimate
interest and where there is no conflict with
acts of Congress. Save for the powers com=-
mitted by the Constitution to the Union,
the State of Florida has retained the status
of a sovereign. Florida was admitted to the
Union “on equal footing with the original
States, in all respects whatsoever” (act of
March 3, 1845, 5 Stat, 742). And the power
given to Congress by section 3 of article IV
of the Constitution to admit new States re-
lates only to such States as are equal to
each other “in power, dignity and authority,
each competent to exert that residuum of
sovereignty not delegated to the United
Btates by the Constitution itself” (Coyle v.
Smith (221 U. 8. 5569, 667) ).

Mr. Justice Lurton’s opinions in Coyle
versus Oklahoma, cited supra, were cited
with approval in State v. Towessnute,
(154 Pacific Reporter, 805, at p. 809),
wherein the Supreme Court of Wash=
ington said:

In Coyle v. Smith (221 U. 8. 5569, 31 Sup.
Ct. 688, 656 L. Ed. 853), Oklahoma was re-
Ueved of a feature of its admission act that
attempted to fix the location of its capital
city. Congress, it was held, had no power
to admit states under conditions unequal
in these respects.

In Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific
Railroad Company v. Taylor (192 Pacific,
349, at p. 354), the Supreme Court of
Oklahoma said:

But it is argued that plaintiff in error
acquired its right of way from the United
States, and that 1ts franchise operates as
a contract between it and the Federal Gov-
ernment, exempting it from the power of
the State to require the rallroad to do any-
thing additional at highway crossings. Suf-
fice it to say that, prior to the admission of
Oklahoma as a State, the Federal Govern~
ment held in trust the police power of the
future state, and as the trustee thereof had
no power to enter into any contract (and it
did not in this case) with a corporation or
individual to abrogate, barter away, or limit
the inherent sovereignty of the future state.
To hold otherwise would be a denial of the
constitutional right of a new state to be ad-
mitted on an equal footing with the original
states. The Federal Government has no au-
thority, prior to the admisslon of a future
state, to enter into any contract with a cor=
poration or individual to exempt such in-
dividual or corporation from the exercise by
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the future state of all the soverelgnty pos-
sessed and vested in one of the original
states. While the Federal Government had
full sovereignty in the Indian Territory at
the time the act of Congress of March 2,
1887, was passed (Late Corp. of L. D, 8. V.
United States (136 U, 8. 1-68, 10 Sup. Ct.
792, 834 L. Ed. 478); Chicago, Rock Island &
Pac. R. Co. v. Gist (decided by this Court
June 15, 1920) 190 Pac. 878), and was vested
with the police powers in the territories
(United States v. DeWitt (9 Wall. 41, 19 L.
Ed. 593); Moses v. United States (16 App.
D. C. 428, 650 L. R. A. 532; 14 Cyc. 528)),
it had no authority, under the Federal Con-
stitution, to surrender or contract away the
police power of the future state.

Mr. President, does not the bill sur-
render or attempt to contract away the
police power of the new State of Alaska,
inasmuch as State courts can be super-
seded and Federal courts can act in their
stead by order of the President of the
United States? State officials can be
displaced and Federal officials appointed
in their stead by the President of the
United States; and the State legislature
cannot exercise sovereignty over half
the area of the State because of a lack
of power to pass laws in such area under
State sovereignty which might conflict
with a Federal statute?

Mr. President, we hear much about
the chipping away, point by point, of
the Constitution of our country and of
our system of government. I have
heard much to the effect that the Su-
preme Court has spoken and that what
it says is the law of the land-and must
be obeyed. The magazines and news-
papers which support the admission of
Alaska day in and day out hammer
that thesis home: The Supreme Court
decision is the law of the land; it must
be obeyed.

Now, there cannot be any conflict.
There cannot be any question in this
instance. The Supreme Court has
spoken. It has spoken innumerable
times throughout the entire history of
this country, down to the present time.

It is the law of the land. Will the
United States Senate obey the law of the
land? That is the question which will
confront each Senator when the point
of order is raised. What are the facts
in connection with the bill? This bill
was not even considered by a Senate
committee. The pending bill was con-
sidered in the House of Representatives,
and in the appropriate committee of the
House, 69 amendments were written into
the bill. It is brought here without con-
sideration by a Senate committee. I
should like to know what kind of legisla-
tion that is.

In connection with the Senate bill,
which is not before us, there were only
2 days of hearings. I am confident that
these glaring holes would have been
closed had the committee carefully gone
into the bill.

The hearings conducted afford ample
justification for the statement that the
withdrawal authority contained in sec-
tion 10 imposes such a condition as
would deprive Alaska of the opportunity
of entering the Union on an equal foot=-
ing with the other States.

The hearings further confirm my
view to the effect that the residents of
Alaska have not caught the full sig-
nificance of the requirement of section
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10, in that, to all intents and purposes,
it would suspend statehood in the areas
of withdrawal, and that there is no
precedent for the imposition of such a
condition upon a new State.

I invite attention to the colloquy be=-
tween the Senator from Colorado [Mr,
CarrorL] and former Governor Gruen-
ing of Alaska, on page 33 of the hear=
ings conducted by the Senate Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

I charge that there is no precedent
for such a far-reaching condition being
placed upon statehood.

Governor Gruening is a very able
man. He probably knows more about
statehood procedure than any other man
in the United States. If Alaska were to
be admitted as a State, I would hope that
he might grace this body as a Senator.
I read from page 33 of the hearings:

Senator CarroLnL. Mr, Chairman, I would

like to ask the Governor just a few gques=-

tions.

About 10 years ago, Governor, this bill was
before the House. Are the contents about
the same as that bill?

Mr. GrUuENING. No; it is not the same. The
bill that was before the House, one of several
bills, was a less generous bill and did not
make the provisions for land that have now
been incorporated in the bill both before the
Senate and before the House.

Senator Carrorn. Is this request by the
Secretary of the Interior setting aside land;
is there precedence for this in other States
who have been seeking statehood?

Mr. GRUENING. No, Senator Carroll; there
is not.

Frankly, we do not see any particular rea-
son for it since the Federal Government, the
President, could, for military reasons, with-
draw any part of Alaska, which is largely
public domain, for defense purposes.

But if that is what the administration re-
quests and if that Is a condition for the
granting of statehood, we see no objection
to it.

The Supreme Court, without excep-
tion, has held that there can be no con-
dition to the granting of statehood. A
former governor, the man who is lead-
ing the fight for statehood, admits that
section 10 constitutes a condition for
the granting of statehood. That is a
violation of the Constitution of the
United States.

I quote further from the testimony of
former Governor Gruening:

The important fact is that In contrast
with our fears that there is to be partition
of Alaska., It is all going to be part of the
State; no part is going to be left out and the
people llving in those areas that are desig-
nated as possible areas of withdrawal will
have the full rights of citizenship. Local
government will go on. That is what the
Department of the Interior officials have
promised in behalf of the Eisenhower ad-
ministration.

Now, as I suggested, in responce to a pre-
vious question from Senator Church, if
when the committee examines the fine print
and finds that there are noundue qualifica-
tions of the assurances that were glven us
orally and to the House Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs by Representatives
of the Interlor Department, we see no ob-
jection to it. But what Is intended should
be clearly spelled out and the rights of the
Alaskans in the areas stipulated for with-
drawal, guaranteed by proper language.

Governor Gruening places his finger
on the crux of the situation when he
states that there is no precedent for such
a condition being imposed on the new
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State of Alaska, and that no other State
entering the Union has had to bear such
a condition precedent to its admission
into the Union.

What legal effect would verbal assur-
ances given the former governor by offi-
cials of the Department of the Interior
have? I submit that that is foolishness,
and that a vote for the bill with section
10 in it would violate the Constitution
of the United States.

Delegate BarTLETT, in testifying be-
fore the Senate Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs in favor of the state-
hood bill, stated that he spoke for all
Alaskans; that the principle of the Pres-
ident making military withdrawals is
perfectly acceptable to the Alaskan peo-
ple; and that he has not had a single
objection to it from any source within
the Territory.

The following colloquy between Dele-
gate BarTLETT and the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Jackson] highlights
the fact that there may not have been
any objection, but, at the same time, the
people of Alaska are unaware of what
this withdrawal authority would do to
the new State. I quote:

Senator JACEsON. Delegate BarTLETT, what
is the reasoning behind that request? Do
you know?

Delegate BarTLETT, No. but I have tried
igr years to find out. I have not the slightest

ea.

Senator Jackson. The last time we were
told we were in a better position to defend
the area if it remalned a Territory. I would
assume, as I suggested at the time, that if
that reasoning were sound, then the State
of Washington should be changed from a
Btate to a Territory so that it would be
stronger because it is the closest point to a
Russian airfield. I have never been able to
get the reasoning behind the move.

Delegate BArRTLETT. I do not know if this
will enlighten you, Mr. Chairman, I rather
doubt that it will, but I can report to you
that the House subcommittee was told that
it was a form of insurance considered de-
sirable and even necessary.

Benator Jackson. Maybe we ought to get
the Soviets on their side to withdraw part of
their land to make it a sort of buffer area.

Delegate BARTLETT. The proposal was ac-
ceptable to Alaskans, I might add, because of
the fact that it did not propose to diminish
the boundaries of Alaska.

All of Alaska, as we now know It, would
remain the State of Alaska.

Benator JacksoN. You mean that the pres-
ent Territory of Alaska would be included
in the State, but——

Delegate BarTLETT. Yes;
west of this line——

Senator Jackson. Would that area be part
of the new State?

Delegate BARTLETT. That area would be
part of the new State. That, of course, is
the principal reason why the administra-
tion's proposal was quickly adopted by
Alaskans.

I might add that this area comprises
something like 270,000 square miles.

The President ecan withdraw State au-
thority from 270,000 square miles and
substitute Federal authority, if the
pending bill is passed.

Senator CaurcH. The area to be with-
drawn?

Delegate BaArTLETT. Not necessarily, Sena-
tor Church, to be withdrawn.

The area within which the Fresident
might make withdrawals. We do not know
whether he will ever make any such, but
he will have authority to do so.

and mnorth and
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Senator JacksoN. He has that authority
now.

Delegate BarTLETT. Yes, he has that au=-
thority because all except a small fraction
of 1 percent of that 270,000-square-mile
area lies within the public domain.

However, it was asserted that another
reason for the desire to bring about this
arrangement was that thereafter it would
be impossible to apply exclusive Federal
jurisdiction.

I call particular atfention to that
point, Without such an arrangement it
would be impossible in the future to ap-
ply exclusive Federal jurisdiction. Of
course it is impossible for the Federal
Government to have exclusive Federal
jurisdiction within a State without its
consent. There we have an admission
on the part of Delegate BarTLETT that
the bill violates the Constitution of the
United States.

Senator Jacesow. The Soviets might con-
strue that as being aggressive. We are set-
ting up a big military zone right opposite
the Soviet Union. Little Norway, little Fin-
land, little Sweden, all adjoining the Soviet
Unilon made no withdrawals and they don't
seem to be afraid.

I do not quite understand this reasoning.

The distinguished Senator from
Washington and the distinguished Sen=-
ator from Idaho asked very intelligent
questions. I agree with the reasoning
both of them used in committee, par-
ticularly the Senator from Idaho, when
he said, as is reported in the record:

Except that here—and this is the unique
feature in the Alaskan case—this very, very
large area is being marked off and the Fed-
eral Government is given, in effect, the
power to suspend full statehood—

I call attention to this particularly—

in that area. Such a proposal is unheard
of under our system of government.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me, with the under-
standing that he does not lose the floor,
so that I may suggest the absence of a
quorum?

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield, with the
understanding that I do not lose the
floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. With that under-
standing, Mr. President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Secretary will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY HIS
ROYAL HIGHNESS SARDAR MO-
HAMMAD DAUD, PRIME MINISTER
OF AFGHANISTAN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Chair
be authorized to appoint a commitiee
to escort the Prime Minister of Afgan-
istan into the Chamber of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the Chair appoints the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MaxsrFieLpl, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. GreeNl, the
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Senator from California [Mr. Enow-
ranp], and the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. WiLey] the committee to escort
the Prime Minister of Afganistan into
the Chamber of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
subject to the same conditions upon
which the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. EastrAND] yielded the floor prior
to the last quorum call, I again suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the conditions stipulated by the Sena-
tor from Montana, that the Senator
from Mississippi will not lose the floor,
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the Senate stand in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
2 o’clock and 56 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, subject to the call of
the Chair.

During the recess,

His Royal Highness Sardar Mohammad
Daud, Prime Minister of Afghanistan,
escorted by the committee appointed by
the Vice President, consisting of Mr.
MANsSFIELD, Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. GREEN,
and Mr., WiLEy, entered the Senate
Chamber, accompanied by His Excel-
lency Mohammad Hashim Maiwandwal,
Ambassador of Afghanistan; His Excel-
lency Dr. Mohammad Yusuf, Minister of
Mines and Industries; His Excellency
Mohammad Sarwar, Deputy Minister of
Commerce; Mr. Mohammad Ayoub Aziz,
Deputy Chief of Protocol; Mr. Moham-
mad Khalid Roashan, press attaché;
Miss Obee O’'Brien, Office of Permanent
Delegate to the United Nations from Af-
ghanistan.

[Applause, Senators and occupants of
the galleries rising.]1

The Prime Minister of Afghanistan
fook the place assigned him on the ros-
trum in front of the Vice President’s
desk, and the distinguished visitors ac=
companying him were escorted to places
assigned to them on the floor of the Sen-
ate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Members of
the Senate and our guests: It is my high
honor and privilege to present to the
Members of the Senate the representa-
tives of a government and a people whose
fight for independence and to maintain
their independence has won the admira-
tion and respect of the people of the
world throughout the years: His Royal
Highness, the Prime Minister of Afghan=
istan.

[Applause, Senators and occupants of
the galleries rising.]

ADDRESS BY HIS ROYAL HIGHNESS
SARDAR MOHAMMAD DAUD,
PRIME MINISTER OF AFGHANI-
STAN
Thereupon, from his place on the

rostrum, the Prime Minister of Afghan-
istan delivered an address, which was
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translated by His Excellency Abdul Rah-
man Pazhwak, Permanent Representa-
tive of Afghanistan to the United Na-
tions, as follows:

Mr. Vice President and honorable and
distinguished Members of the Senate, it
is an honor and a privilege to have the
pleasure of meeting with you in this
august gathering.

I am overwhelmed by the warm re-
ception and the cordial hospitality of
the Government and the people of the
United States, for which I express my
heartfelt gratitude.

I am very happy that the kind invita-
tion of President Eisenhower has made
it possible for me to visit the United
States, and my pleasure is all the greater
for having this opportunity to convey
to you and, through you, to the people
of the United States the great, friendly
aspirations of the people of Afghanistan.

This message of friendship of the Af=-
ghan people to the people of America
does not stem only from the good diplo-
matic relations existing between our
countries; it has a sounder source, which
is the conviction of our peoples in the
principles which the Afghans and the
Americans alike consider to be the basis
of their existence and, in fact, the basis
of any existence with human dignity.
This is a spiritual bond; and such bonds
are of great value to our people, par-
ticularly in view of the fact that they
are the best means of creating and con-
tinuing friendship between different peo=
ples and nations. This is the basis of
the policy of neutrality of Afghanistan
Bcﬁ?oerning our international relation=

ps.

Afghanistan is a country whose people
are far behind many peoples, so far as
the material developments of the modern
age are concerned. But we have a deep
convicition and a strong faith in the
spiritual realities of life, from which we
derive our confidence in the ultimate
success of our own people and of other
people in the attainment of the aspira-
tions which lead to the happiness of
mankind. That is why we can always
speak of great and everlasting hope for
ourselves and our friends. [Applause.]

Among our friends, our relations with
the United States of America were estab=
lished on the firm basis of true knowl=
edge, on the part of the Afghan people,
of the principles which constitute the
American way of life.

These relations have continued in ever-
increasing measure, in a spirit of mutual
respect, confidence, and good under-
standing. The further strenthening and
expansion of these friendly relations is
the sincere and living desire of the Af-
ghan people. [Applause.]

While the people of the United States
endeavor to realize their own aspira-
tions, we in Afghanistan are engaged in
the same pursuit for our people; but
our task is markedly different. Oursisa
task of reconstruction from the ruins
of the past and the reestablishment of
a modern life on the site of the old civili-
zations. As a result of our engagement
in the defense of our independence and
freedom during the last two centuries, we
have been left with great problems.
Only recently have we been able to think
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of embarking upon a program of putting
our house in order.

Our experiences in this connection
have taught us not to forget our suffer-
ings and not to trust any policy which
might allow the dark days of the past
to beset us again, but, rather, to favor

a policy through which we can look
forward to an atmosphere of good un-
derstanding, in which our difficulties
would be appreciated. To us, this is the
only way in which the nations of the
world can enjoy mutual confidence on
the basis of international justice, which
is esssentially needed by the peoples of
the world at the present time. [Ap-
plause.]

Our hope to succeed in our efforts is
obviously of vital importance to us. The
success depends not only upon our own
efforts, but also on the maintenance of
peace and security in the world in which
we live.

Therefore I can say that, the achieve-
ment of our national goal being depend-
ent on international peace and security,
our national and international aims are
ultimately the same. That is why our
policies in all directions are founded on
the principle of friendship with all peo=
ples and nations of the world.

For the achievement of our aims we
do not have many means to speak of;
however, there is one thing on which we
can rely, that is, our confidence in the
spirit of our people and their determina-
tion to give their utmost efforts, free
from any influence and motivated only
by an independent judgment to overcome
the great difficulties which confront us.

This in no way means that we plan to
ignore or slight the importance of good
understanding and international cooper=
ation. On the contrary, we are fully con-
vinced of the essentiality of international
cooperation and we have given expres-
sion to this conviction on any proper
opportunity, and we shall continue to do
80

The history of the Afghan-American
relations can provide us with many ex-
amples of such cooperation. I wish to
express my appreciation of the good will
and understanding which have always
prevailed between our two countries.

In this atmosphere of friendship
among the great American people, it
gives me the greatest of pleasure, while
I am enjoying their hospitality, to repre-
sent the wishes of my people for the pros-
perity and happiness of the American
people. Let me tell you that these priv-
ileged moments that I have spent among
you will remain with me as an everlast-
ing memory of my visit to your great
country.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. Senators
will have an opportunity to meet His
Royal Highness in the well of the Cham-
ber. We also have with us the Am-
bassador from Afghanistan, and mem-
bers of the Cabinet.

The Prime Minister of Afghanistan
was escorted to a position on the floor
of the Senate in front of the Vice Pres-
ident’s desk, and was there greeted by
Members of the Senate, who were in-
troduced to him by Mr. MansFieLp and
Mr. ENOWLAND.
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Following the informal reception, the
Prime Minister and those accompany-
ing him were escorted from the Cham-
ber.

RESUMPTION OF LEGISLATIVE
SESSION

At 3 o'clock and 22 minutes p. m.,
the Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
Crarx in the chair).

Mr. WILEY., Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, does the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTLAND]
have a right to the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The Chair was in
error in recognizing the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from Wisconsin under
the same conditions on which I have
heretofore yielded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Mississippi? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

PUBLIC ADDRESS SYSTEM FOR THE
SENATE CHAMBER

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on sev-
eral previous occasions I have spoken of
the need for having in this august
Chamber a system whereby people in
the Gallery could hear at least some of
the words spoken on the Senate floor.
They can hear me now. With a public-
address system the visitors in the gal-
lery could have heard today the voice of
the distinguished visitor to the Senate.
I am sure they did not hear his voice.
I also noticed some Senators were lean-
ing forward in their seats, seeking to
hear what was said.

On other occasions I have mentioned
that the voice of the majority leader
has not carried sufficiently so that I,
sitting two seats back, could hear what
was sald.

I think that in the interest of com-
monsense we ought to have a public
address system installed, whereby at
least the Senators could hear what was
being said. I am sure those who come
to the galleries do so with the idea not
simply of looking at our grey heads or
bald heads, but with the idea that they
want to hear what is being said on the
floor of this Chamber.

Mr. President, at each Senator’s desk
there is an ink well. There used to be
sand in the “sand shaker.”

Some time ago I wrote a letter to the
Architect of the Capitol with respect to
the installation of a public address sys-
tem so that in 1958, 1959, and in the
years to come we could have the facility
which is used in every other place of
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public assembly. I wrote the Architect
a letter and asked him to find out what
it would cost to install such a system as
I have mentioned. The Architect has
written me a very fine 2-page letter de-
seribing the cost of such a system.

I talked to someone else once before
about installing such a system, because
I had understood, in conformity with
the decision of a committee which had
charge of the matter some time ago,
when the Chamber was being remodeled,
that empty conduits had been installed
in the Chamber beneath the floor. The
Architect says that is true. He says:

Capped outlet boxes were also installed
at the floor level in the area of the Senators’
desks, at the Vice President’'s desk, at the
clerks' desks, and in the well.

I wish to say parenthetically that
many times I have not been able to hear
the mild, modulated voice of the Vice
President.

In the interest of facilitating the busi-
ness of the Senate, we should have some-
thing along this line. Having done a
little campaigning in my day, I know I
can turn a little knob, switch the cur-
rent into the microphone, and my voice
can be heard 1,000 feet down one way
and 1,000 feet down the other way on
the common country village street.

I know plugs could be installed in
what was once the “sand shakers” and
a voice box could be given to the Senator
who desired to address the Senate so
his voice could be heard throughout the
Chamber.

I shall ask that the letter, giving the
particulars with respect to what the
Architect thinks about the cost and what
would be advisable, be printed in the
REecorp following my remarks.

Since the Architect thinks it would be
necessary to have two operators, let me
say I feel it would not be necessary to
have any operators. The Senator ad-
dressing the Senate could simply have
the apparatus given to him as we are
given a reading stand. When requested,
a reading stand is brought to the Sen-
ator's desk. The loud-speaking appara-
tus could be brought to the Senator’s
desk, and when he began to speak the
Presiding Officer, or someone else, could
;;)um the switch and the speech would

e on,

The statement has been made, Sena-
tors talk among themselves, and they do
not want their conversations to be heard.
The conversations of Senators could
not be heard for the simple reason that
the loudspeaking system would apply
only when plugged into the particular
spot from which a Senator was speak-
ing. When the Senator having the floor
finished speaking, some other Senator
who desired to keep his voice in shape
instead of speaking as loud as I am talk-
ing now, could call for the loudspeaker,
We could have 2 or 3 of them to serve
the purpose.

I bring up this subject, Mr., President,
because a couple of weeks ago an Ameri-
can diplomat sat in the gallery and I
later heard him ecriticize the acoustic
situation. I think that in the interest of
facilitating Senate business, we should
do something, If we cannot get some-
thing done along this line at this session,
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perhaps remarks like these will acceler-
ate getting something done in the next
session.’

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from the Architect
be printed in the Record.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL,
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1958.
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SewaTorR WimEy: Reference is made
to your letter of March 26, 1958, and subse-
quent telephone call regarding the proposal
to install a public-address system in the Sen-
ate Chamber, United States Capitol.

When plans were being prepared for tie
remodeling of the Senate Chamber, the mat-
ter of providing a public-address system In
the Chamber was discussed with the special
committee in charge of the work and the
committee agreed to the following:

(1) That a public-address system should
not be installed, unless such a system should
prove necessary after the acoustical improve-
ment proposed had been made.

(2) That the necessary conduits and ac-
cessories should be installed to permit future
installation of a public-address system,
should such a system be desired by the Sen-
ate at a later date.

In conformity with these declslons of the
committee, in remodeling the Chamber in
1949-51, empty condults were installed in the
plenum chamber beneath the floor to permit
future installation of a public-address sys-
tem. Capped outlet boxes were also installed
at the floor level in the area of the Senators’
desks, at the Vice President’'s desk, at the
clerks’ desks, and in the well. No actual
wiring was installed.

After considering several alternatives for a
public-address system for the Senate Cham-
ber, we feel that the system described, as
follows, comprises the features which will
meet the particular needs of the Senate at
this time:

Necessary wiring would be Installed in the
conduits beneath the floor and from the
floor outlets to the “sand shakers” on the
desks of Senators. An outlet would be in-
stalled in “sand shaker” space on each Sen-
ator’s desk, where a microphone could be
easlly plugged in by a page when desired by
a Senator.

Necessary wiring and accessories would be
installed to make possible installation of
microphones at other locations in the Cham-
ber, as follows: On the Vice President’s desk;
on the table in front of the Vice President's
desk; in the well of the Chamber.

It is recommended that 10 microphones be
furnished with the original installation and
that additional microphones be procured at
a later date if experience Indicates they are
required. The 10 microphones would be fur-
nished with both floor and desk stands so
that they could be used at any of the outlets
in the Chamber.

Necessary recessed-type Iloud speakers
would be installed in the Chamber wall back
of the rostrum and in the ceiling.

Other equipment to be installed includes
amplifiers, operator's control station, micro-
phone jacks, wiring, and all other appurte=-
nances to complete the system.

All equipment would be of the highest
quality.

The estimated cost of furnishing, Install-
ing, and operating the system is as follows:
Furnishing and installing system, $25,000;
compensation of two operators (annual
charge), $11,400.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
J. GrORGE STEWART,
Architect of the Capitol.
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STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for the
admission of the State of Alaska into the
Union.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
United Press, a very reliable news
agency, has issued the following news
dispatch, which I shall read:

Interior Secretary Seaton made a personal
appeal to Members of the Senate to support
Alaska’s plea for “political equality” by
granting it statehood.

Mr. President, it has been demon-
strated beyond any peradventure of a
doubt that Secretary Seaton is a man
who is leading the fight against political
equality for Alaska, because under the
pending bill 24,000 of her citizens will
become second-class citizens, who can be
shunted around and moved at the direc~
tion of the President of the United
States.

I quote further:

In a letter to each Senator, Seaton said the
House-passed bill represents a “‘workable
compromise on many conflicting issues"” in-
volved in the Alaskan question,

“In my sincere opinion, the facts demon-
strate that Alaskans are ready for statehood,”
he said.

“President Elsenhower has urged enact-
ment of legislation to admit Alaska, In
thelr 1066 platforms, both major political
parties pledged immediate statehood for
Alaska. I earnestly hope for favorable con-
sideration by the Senate of the House-passed
bill,”

Mr. President, the House-passed bill
has not even been considered by the Sen-
ate committee. The House-passed bill
had 69 amendments included by the
House committee. They did not have
any consideration by the Senate commit-
tee. I think a Cabinet officer is going
pretty far to request that the United
States Senate destroy the legislative
process. I read further:

In addition to the letter, Seaton dispatched
several of his aldes to the Capitol to line up
support for the bill.

I do not believe all the aids of Secre-
tary Seaton and all the aids of every
other Cabinet member who supports the
bill can induce the United States Senate
to destroy the Constitution of the United
States. There cannot be any question
of what is involved.

I was quoting a few moments ago the
testimony before the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs. I shall
continue with the questions asked by the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CrURcH], and
the Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jacrsow]. Their statements were very
able; they were very intelligent; they
were to the point. I certainly agree with
the reasoning of these two very distin-
guished Senators.

Senator CHUrcH. The area to be with=-
drawn?

Delegate BarTLETT. Not necessarlly, Sena-
tor CHuUrcH, to be withdrawn. The area
within which the President might make
withdrawals. We do not know whether he

will ever make any such, but he will have
authority to do so.

Senator Jacksow, He has that authority
now.

Delegate BARTLETT. Yes. He has that au-
thority because all except a small fraction
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of 1 percent of that 270,000 square-mile area
lies within the public domain. However, it
was asserted that another reason for the
desire to bring about this arrangement was
that thereafter it would be impossible to
apply exclusive Federal jurisdiction.

Mr. President, every lawyer knows
that it is absolutely impossible to have
exclusive Federal jurisdiction within the
borders of a State without the consent
of the State itself.

Delegate BarTrETT. I do not pretend to un-
derstand what the reasoning is. However,
I must say that the arrangement explained
by administration witnesses on the House
side said in effect that the State laws would
control in the withdrawn areas, although en-
forcement thereafter would be by the Fed-
eral Government.

That is an impossibility.

Senator JacksoN. Then what do they hope
to achieve by this? That is the thing I do
not understand.

Unless they want to have complete military
control over the area, I do not see why they
should make this request.

Delegate BArTLETT. It will be explained to-
morrow to you by Under Secretary Chilson.

Senator JacksoN. They did not explaln it
last year, 2 years ago, and they tried all 1
morning. They were never able to give a
logical reason why this needed to be done.
They just said it would make it possible for
them to move in the area rather freely, over=
riding, I guess, the rights of the people.

That was the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Jackson]. He was right when
he said that the Federal Government
would be able to override the rights of
the people of the new State of Alaska.
Of course, the Federal Government can-
not deprive a citizen of a State of the
inherent rights which he receives, guar-
anteed under the Constitution, as a citi-
zen of that State.

Senator JacksoN. According to this pro-
posal from the Department, all that power
has tE}een reserved to the Federal Govern-
ment.

The only power that the State has is to
gerve clvilian criminal process In the area
and the right of the people in that area
to vote has not be abridged.

That is all,

Mr. President, the Senator from
‘Washington is right. He continued:

In other words, all police powers are vested
in the Federal Government and for all
practical purposes this area is a Territory.

Mr. President, I should like to know
how a sovereign State can be a State on
the one hand, and a Territory on the
other hand. I should like to know how
State police powers can be vested for
all practical purposes in the Federal
Government. Yet that is what is pro-
posed in the bill.

Delegate BarTtrETT. I have not, of course,
had an opportunity to examine the amend-
ment proposed to your committee. The
amendment presented to the House commit=
tee did set up protections.

Senator CHUrcH. As this amendment
reads it seems to me once those withdrawals
are made within the area in which the with-
drawals can be made, the Federal Govern-
ment has the right to exclusive jurisdiction
and beyond the line that you have marked
out here on the map Alaska would have in
effect statehood by the sufferance of the Fed-
eral Government.

Mr. President, how can a sovereign
State be sovereign at the sufferance of
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the Federal Government? I submit that
it undermines the entire structure of our
Government to permit the President of
the United States, by executive order,
to deprive a State of its jurisdiction over
270,000 square miles of its territory, and
to substitute therefor exclusive Federal
authority.

Senator CaUrcH. * * * Alaska would have
in effect statehood by the sufferance of the
Federal Government to the extent that the
Federal Government chooses to permit it,
excepting only for these rather minor reser-
vations that are made in the amendment.

Mr, President, that is correct. But
I should like to know how a sovereign
State can be sovereign as a State to the
extent to which the Federal Govern-
ment chooses to permit it to be sov-
ereign.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment is a government of delegated
powers—powers that are delegated by
the States. In the field of delegated
powers, the Federal Government is su-
preme, as we know. In the fields not
delegated, the States are supreme, ex-
cept for the provisions of the 10th
amendment that “the powers not dele-
gated to the United States by the Con-
stitution, nor prohibited by it to the
States, are reserved to the States re-
spectively, or to the people.”

Mr. President, the condition that
now is attempted to be engrafted on
the Constitution is an odd one, namely,
that there will be statehood by the
sufferance of the Federal Government,
to the extent that the Federal Govern-
ment chooses to permit it.

Where in the bill is State sovereignty
provided for? Where does the bill pro-
vide that Alaska shall be a sovereign
State? Is it possible to reach any con-
clusion other than that the citizens of
Alaska would be second-class citizens?
Is it possible to reach any conclusion
other than that Alaska would be a
secondary State, and would not have
dignity equal to that of the other States,
and would not be on the same footing
with the other States, and would not
have the same basis of equality that is
necessary for all States under our sys-
tem of government?

I read further from the hearing:

Senator CxHuUrcH. In other words, your
position is that if you can get statehood
on no other basis than accepting these
conditions you are willing to accept the
conditions?

Delegate BarTrETT. That is true and I
will tell you why. We have about 24,000
people living in these areas outside the pale.
We are told that municlpal corporations
muld continue to exist without any diminu-

.

Senator Jacxson. All police power will be
vested in the Federal Government?

Mr. President, the Senator from
Washington was correct; that is what
the bill will do. But it is unheard of,
under the American system of govern-
ment, for there to be such a thing as
Federal police power exercising State
police powers.

I read further from the hearing:

Delegate BARTLETT. We were told other-
-wise and I hope and know you will explore
that.

Senator CaurcH. I am sure we are golng
to have many questions to ask tomorrow of
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the Government witnesses. I think perhaps
in fairness to you we ought not pursue this
matter too far (p. 14).

Delegate BArTLETT. I am glad we are going
into this because it s, of course, vitally im-
portant. But we come before you endors-
ing this proposition with the understanding
that the people can vote, that they can live
under their city governments, under their
school district governments; that the State
laws in general apply, although they may be
enforced thereafter If an area is withdrawn
by the Federal Government,

Senator CHUrcH. To what extent are you
relylng upon assurances in oral testimony
by Government witnesses before the House
committee, and to what extent are you re-
lying on the provisions of the amendment
itself which would govern?

Delegate BArRTLETT. Now, both.

Senator CHurcH. For example, your state-
ment that the State laws would apply seems
to me to be based upon the assurance given
by one of the witnesses before the House
committee (p. 15).

Delegate BarTLETT. From my recollection,
that is partly correct, Senator.

Benator CHUrcH. I do not see any such
assurance written in the proposal at all,

Delegate BARTLETT. My recollection is that
to some extent that came about in oral
testimony glven.

Senator CHUrCH. I am concerned that the
law should provide these protections be-
cause, after all, when the time comes for the
decisions to be made 1t will be the law that
governs (p. 156).

Mr. President, I endorse in toto every-
thing said by the able Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] and the able Sen-
ator from Washington [Mr. Jackson].

But what are the facts of the matter?
The Federal Government cannot limit
the sovereignty of the State of Alaska or
of any other State in this Union. But be-
cause there is an admitted attempt to
do that, by means of the pending bill,
the bill is beyond the Constitution of
the United States.

Let us note the significance of Dele-
gate BARTLETT's statement that this con-
dition is acceptable to Alaskans because
he himself and the other Alaskans be-
lieve that this proposed legislation
would not diminish the boundaries of
Alaska, and that all of Alaska as they
now know it would remain the State of
Alaska, Certainly the territories and
boundaries would remain the same; but
the authority over its citizens would be
denied by section 10 and statehood
would be suspended for the citizens of
Alaska in the withdrawal area. State
laws would not control, but Federal law
would be paramount and controlling.

Mr. President, Governor Gruening, in
testifying in connection with section 10,
stated that the condition imposed by
this section would be a precedent, and
that no other State entering the Union
has had such a condition imposed upon
it before it could enter the Union. The
Defense Department officials and other
proponents of this legislation say that
the authority requested by this section
differs no more than the reservation con-
tained in the act admitting Wyoming to
the Union.

For the information of the Senate, I
shall quote the pertinent section of the
Wyoming statute, wherein jurisdiction
over the Yellowstone National Park is
reserved to the United States. The ar-
gument now made is that the reserva-
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tion and authority sought by section 10
are no more than what were contained
in the Wyoming enabling act. I now
read from the Wyoming enabling act of
1890:

Be it enacted, etc., That the State of Wy-
oming is hereby declared to be a State of
the United States of America, and is hereby
declared admitted into the Union on an
equal footing with the original States in all
respects whatever; and that the constitution
which the people of Wyoming have formed
for themselves be, and the same is hereby,
accepted, ratified, and confirmed.

Sec. 2. That the sald State shall consist
of all the territory included within the fol-
lowing boundaries, to wit: Commencing at
the intersection of the twenty-seventh mer-
idlan of longitude west from Washington
with the forty-fifth degree of north latitude
and running thence west to the thirty-
fourth meridian of west longlitude; thence
south to the forty-first degree of north lati-
tude; thence east to the twenty-seventh
meridian of west longitude, and thence
north to the place of beginning: Provided,
That nothing in this act contained shall
repeal or affect any act of Congress relating
to the Yellowstone National Park, or the
reservation of the park as now defined, or as
may be hereafter defined or extended, or the
power of the United States over it; and
nothing contained in this act shall interfere
with the right and ownership of the United
States in said park and reservation as it now
is or may hereafter be defined or extended
by law; but exclusive legislation, In all cases
whatsoever, shall be exercised by the United
States, which shall have exclusive control
and jurisdiction over the same; but nothing
in this proviso contained shall be construed
to prevent the service within said park of
clvil and criminal process lawfully issued by
the authority of said State; and the said
State shall not be entitled to select indem-
nity school lands for the sixteenth and
thirty-sixth sections that may be in sald
park reservation as the same is now defined
or may be hereafter defined,

I submit that there is a very great
difference between section 10 of the pro-
posed Alaska statehood bill and the sec-
tion of the Wyoming Act reserving juris-
diction to the United States over Yellow-
stone National Park. I would point out
first of all that section 10, suspending
statehood for certain areas in Alaska, is
imposed in the legislation admitting
Alaska to the Union. It is creating a
condition that the people of Alaska have
to consent to before the State is admitted
to the Union, and clearly, to my way of
thinking, a violation of the equal foot-
ing doctrine. On the other hand, the
Yellowstone National Park reservation
was reserved to the Federal Government
while Wyoming was a Territory. Yel-
lowstone National Park was reserved to
the Federal Government in 1872, and
Wyoming entered the Union in 1890.
The reservation was made 18 years be-
fore the State entered the Union. An-
other distinetion: What was the purpose
of reserving the Yellowstone National
Park to the United States? Was it for
defense purposes? No, Mr. President.
I quote the act of March 1, 1872, reserv-
ing Yellowstone National Park to the
United States. Please note that this
Yellowstone National Park area is re-
served to the United States and with-
drawn from settlement and occupaney so
as to dedicate and set apart this land as
a public park or pleasure ground for the
benefit and enjoyment of the people.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con=
sent that there be printed in the REcorRD
at this point the act of March 1, 1872,
making a reservation of Yellowstone Na-
tional Park while Wyoming was a Terri-
tory.

There being no objection, the act was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

MarcH 1, 1872.
Chapter XXIV. An act to set apart a certain
tract of land lylng near the headwaters of
the Yellowstone River as a public park

Be it enacted, ete., That the tract of land
in the Territories of Montana and Wyoming,
lying near the headwaters of the Yellowstone
River, and described as follows, to wit, com-
mencing at the junction of Gardiner’s River
with the Yellowstone River, and running east
to the meridian passing 10 miles to the east-
ward of the most eastern point of Yellow-
stone Lake; thence south along sald meridian
to the parallel of latitude passing 10 miles
south of the most southern point of ¥Yellow-
stone lake; thence west along said parallel to
the meridian passing 156 miles west of the
most western point of Madison lake; thence
north along sald meridian to the latitude of
the junction of the Yellowstone and Gar-
diner’s rivers; thence east to the place of
beginning, is hereby reserved and withdrawn
from settlement, occupancy, or sale under
the laws of the United States, and dedicated
and set apart as a public park or pleasuring-
ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the
people; and all persons who shall locate or
settle upon or occupy the same, or any part
thereof, except as hereinafter provided, shall
be considered trespassers and removed there-
from.

Sec. 2. That sald public park shall be un-
der the exclusive control of the Secretary of
the Interior, whose duty it shall be, as soon as
practicable, to make and publish such rules
and regulations as he may deem necessary or
proper for the care and management of the
same. Such regulations shall provide for
the preservation, from injury or spoliation,
of all timber, mineral deposits, natural
curiosities, or wonders within said park, and
their retention in their natural condition.
The secretary may in his discretion, grant
leases for building purposes for terms not ex-
ceeding 10 years, of small parcels of ground,
at such places in sald park as shall require
the erection of buildings for the accommoda=
tion of visitors; all of the proceeds of said
leases, and all other revenues that may be
derived from any source connected with said
park, to be expended under his direction in
the management of the same, and the con-
struction of roads and bridle paths therein.
He shall provide against the wanton destruc-
tion of the fish and game found within said
park, and against thelr capture or destruec-
tion for the purposes of merchandise or profit.
He shall also cause all persons trespassing
upon the same after the passage of this act
to be removed therefrom, and generally shall
be authorized to take all such measures as
shall be necessary or proper to fully carry
out the objects and purposes of this act.

Approved March 1, 1872.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, of
course, the Supreme Court of the United
States has drawn a very clear distine-
tion. The lands in Yellowstone Park are
publie lands, and the Supreme Court of
the United States has uniformly held
that Congress has full power to make all
needful rules and regulations respecting
the territory or other property of the
United States. This authorized the pas-
sage of all laws necessary fo secure the
rights of the United States to the public
lands, and for their sale, and to protect
them from taxation by the States.
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But that is not the question here.
The question here is the power of Con-
gress to impose conditions on the admis=
sion of a State which would infringe on
the sovereignty of such State. No such
power exists in the national Congress,
under every single decision of the Su-
preme Court of the United States from
the founding of the Republic to the pres=
ent day.

Now let us consider the testimony of
the defense officials. They allege that
this withdrawal authority is necessary
for national defense purposes, not for
recreational purposes, mind you, Mr.
President, as in the case of Yellowstone
National Park, but necessary and perti-
nent to the national defense, and in that
connotation the power to evacuate the
24,000 residents of that withdrawn area
of Alaska. In this connection, at page
106 of the hearings hefore the Senate
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee,
the Senator from Washington [Mr. JACK-
son] highlighted this proposition that I
am making when he said:

Senator Jackson, Well, the Chair under-
stands that in the past, when exclusive juris-
diction has been granted, in varlous national
parks and in other areas, it has been for the
purpose of glving to the Federal Government
cerfain police power within the area.

Note this:

But here for the first time, I belleve, we
are establishing a situation where the pur-
pose of granting this exclusive jurisdiction
relates directly to a military situation, a de~
fense situation. And I am wondering, if
therefore, there 1sn't a little bit of a different
precedent here and background of this.

So in the instant case this area is
allegedly reserved to the Federal Gov=
ernment for national defense purposes
so that the military can deal with the
people and the situation in the area
in a decisive and immediate way should
the situation arise.

Mr. President, the proponents also
state that similar authority was re-
served by the Federal Government in
Arizona. In Arizona, the State Legisla-
ture, after Arizona became a State, by
State statute granted the right to the
United States to take exclusive Federal
jurisdiction over any withdrawn public
lands, so that the people of Arizona were
not forced to accept, as a condition
precedent to admission, ceding part of
its lands to the Federal Government.
The action was taken by the people
themselves after Arizona had entered
the Union. The people of Arizona vol-
untarily consented to give jurisdiction
over some of their land to the Federal
Government after the State entered the
Union. My point is that in the case of
Alaska it is required to give jurisdiction
over a part of its area prior to admis-
sion, whereas in the case of Arizona it
was done after becoming a State and by
voluntary action. Alaska, in order to
get into the Union, is forced fo consent
to Federal jurisdiction over a part of its
area as a condition of admission. Can
you say, Mr. President, that Alaska is
entering the Union on an equal footing
with Arizona? Or that it is entering the
Union on an equal footing with Idaho?
Or on an equal footing with Washing-
ton?
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No, Mr. President. We are here asked
to do an unconstitutional act. The very
basis of this Government, as I have said
a number of times, is the equality of
States, and is that necessary equality
now in the case of Alaska, to be denied
in violation of the Constitution of the
United States?

Mr. President, just what is the purpose
of including section 10 in the bill? It is
simply to enable the military to act,
whether we are in a period of national
emergeney or not, to have full authority
and power to do actions which otherwise
could be done only by a declaration of
martial law. Mr. Dechert, counsel for
the Defense Department, in speaking to
this point during the House hearings,
stated that a simple proviso in the hill
providing that the President could de-
clare martial law in order to withdraw
the area would be unconstitutional, in
his opinion. Therefore section 10 pro-
poses to accomplish just exactly the end
result that could not be accomplished by
a declaration of martial law. I think
the colloquy between Representative
Rogers, General Twining, and Mr. Dech=
ert on this point is highly illuminating.

Mr, DEcHERT. If I may say just a word, sir,
this concept of exclusive Federal jurisdice
tion is, of course, not unique to Alaska.

Senator Jackson, We have it in our State.

Mr, DecaerT, In Arizona, for instance, the
State legislature, after Arizona became a
Btate, by State statute, granted the right
to the United States to take exclusive Fed-
eral jurisdiction of any withdrawn public
lands. The only difference between that
Arizona situation and the proposal as to
Alaska is that here it 1s proposed under sec-
tion 10 that the right to take exclusive
jurisdiction 1s to be limited to a part only
of Alaska. It is a part of the initial step
of Alaska becoming a State. The type of ex~
clusive jurisdiction which can be taken in
Alaska is in fact less exclusive than in the
case of Arizona, because section 10 has cer-
taln exceptions written into it.

- - - - -

I think, sir, that there are plenty of pre-
cedents for this, For instance, in our na-
tional petroleum reserves, where exclusive
Jurisdiction exists, the purpose of it is a
defense situation.

Benator JacksoN. But the petroleum re-
serve, of course—what we are doing is setting
up an area that is necessary for the overall
national defense requirements. Now, in the
case of the oil reserve, that is simply a means
of making avallable certain fuel to the mili-
tary. But here, as I understand the re-
quest, it 1s to give to the military certain
flexibility that they deem necessary and ap=
propriate in connection with our defense
plans. We won’t go into that and discuss
it here, but isn't that correct?

Of course the petroleum reserves
which were under discussion are the
property of the United States Govern=-
ment. Certainly the United States Gov-
ernment can handle its own property.

Mr. President, I now desire to quote
from the hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on Territorial and Insular Af-
fairs of the House Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs:

Mr. Rocers. I had one question I wanted
to ask General Twining.

General, why would it not be just as ef-
fective if this Territory should be taken in
as a State, that the Federal Government, if
they wanted any of it, just declare martial
i:;\r in whatever ways they want to declare
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General TwinmNg. We do not want to de-
clare martial law.

Mr. Decmert, The general asked me to
speak to this.

I think, sir, that martial law can only
arise in an emergency. As I understand
it, under ex parte Milligan and cases of that
kind, this withdrawal can ftake place in a
situation which is not of that kind.

I shall discuss that case later. The
case does not bear the faintest resem-
blance to the question at issue. That
case dealt with a writ of habeas corpus,
and not a question of the Federal Gov-
ernment withdrawing the sovereigniy of
a State.

I continue to quote Mr. Dechert’s tes-
timony:

It might be an insurance poliey. It
might be that there would be discovered up
there a residual supply of the basic ma-
terial of uranium which ought to be held
for national defense for the future. That
is nothing which would qualify the situa-
tion as one for martial law, but it might
well be a reason to withdraw a certain terri-
tory for defense in the future. Therefore it
is very different from the circumstances
that would justify martial law.

Mr. RogeErs. Of course, as the matter now
stands, insofar as martial law is concerned,
you would not advocate the passage of a bill
of this kind with merely a proviso in there
that at any time that the President saw
fit, regardless of any emergency situation or
regardless of the Governor's position, he
could declare martial law in any section of
this Territory that he wanted to. I mean,
you would not want that sort of a bill as
an alternative to this type of bill?

Mr. DecHERT. I have some doubts as to the
constitutionality of such a bill, even if the
people of Alaska consented—

I ask Senators to take particular note
of this—
because I think the Supreme Court has held
that you cannot declare martial law unless
the circumstances warranted it to exist, and
I do not believe the consent of the people
of Alaska would oust the right of the Su-
preme Court of Alaska to pass on that sub-
ject.

Mr. President, the argument that
uranium might be found and there-
fore it would be necessary to have a
withdrawal area is not what is at issue.
We are considering the claimed right
of the Federal Government to suspend
State sovereignty. We are considering
the claimed right of the Federal Gov-
ernment to displace State officers and
appoint Federal officers to carry on the
functions of a State. We are consid-
ering the claimed right to try in the
courts of the United States a man who
is t:.llegvs:d to have violated a State stat-
ute.

Mr. President, I continue the quota-
tion:

Mr. Rocers. I appreciate that, but I have
come to the conclusion, sir, that the con-
stitutionality of some of these things de-
pend on what the Supreme Court happens
to think it is the day they sit. We have
had a few conflicts on that particular item.
But, as I understand it, one of the main rea-
sons that you want this type of bill is be-
cause you might want to withdraw some
section or some particular part of this
area on more or less a permanent basis.

Mr. DecHERT. NO, sir, I think that is not
t:\'ue. gir. I think, as I started to say at one
time this morning on behalf of the De-
fense Department, that this insurance pol-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

icy is of two natures. The Insurance pol-
icy exists in the power of withdrawal—
withdrawal not for martial law purposes, but
withdrawal of exclusive legislative jurisdie-
tion. But in addition, the active with-
drawal may be an insurance policy itself.

Who ever heard of the Federal Gov-
ernment having to withdraw from a
State exclusive legislative jurisdiction of
the State?

I read further from Mr. Dechert’s tes-
timony:

In other words, the President may deter-
mine that he sees no immediate emergency
or threat of war today, but in the overall
interests of the defense of the country, he
ought to take the step of establishing this
as a defense area.

I tried to point out this morning—I am
glad to have the opportunity now—that even
if the President should act tomorrow, it
would not necessarily mean that he sees
the threat of immediate warfare. He is act-
ing because in his overall responsibilities
as Commander in Chief of the Army, he sees
a need to establish a national defense exclu-
sive jurisdiction. What reason may exist,
only the future can tell.

That is the road to dictatorship. If
the President of the United States, as
Commander in Chief, can overturn a
State without a declaration of martial
law, when it is admitted that the condi-
tions which would give him the right to
declare martial law do not exist, he can
declare a State to be an exclusive na-
tional defense area, kick out local offi-
cials, prevent the legislature of a State
from enacting laws, try people in the
Federal courts, and rule the State
through the Federal Government.

Mr. President, the long and the short
of this matter is that under any concept
of the law the Government cannot with-
draw from the States property and re-
move its people without the consent of
the State involved unless there is a state
of war in existence or a declaration of
martial law. This is “equal footing.”
As to Alaska, the bill attempts to ac-
complish the end before the fact and
places Alaska in the position that, un-
like any other State, she must submit
to a withdrawal without her consent, in
the absence of a state of war, and with=-
out the declaration of martial law. This
is not “equal footing,” Over one-half of
the proposed State of Alaska is thus
neither fish nor fowl. Over one-half of
the State of Alaska belongs to the State
until the President shall determine that
it does not. 'Then it belongs to the Fed-
eral Government for as long as the Presi-
dent shall deem, in his discretion, that it
should—be it a day, a month, or for
eternity.

Why does not the bill completely ex-
clude the area involved in section 10
from statehood or, if it is to be included,
why not let the new State of Alaska give
its consent after statehood, as was done
in the case of Arizona?

The reason lies in the desire of the
proponents of this legislation to bypass
the new State and prevent the citizens
of that State from exercising the right
to grant consent after admission into the
Union.

I bhave read a part of the testimony as
recorded in the printed record of the
hearings, Aft a later time during the de-
bate I shall quote further from the testi-
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mony, to illustrate that the price to be
exacted of the people of Alaska as a con-
dition to entering the Union violates the
Constitution of the United States.

There is another ground. Af the
proper time I shall raise the point of
order as to the constitutionality of an-
other section of the bill.

It is proposed to ratify the constitu-
tion of Alaska, The Judiciary Commit-
tee, which historically has considered
constitutions of States, has been hy-
passed. I submit that the method out-
lined in the proposed constitution of
Alaska for the election of United States
Senators is a violation of the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

The last clause of section 1 of Senafe
bill 49 and House bill 7999 confirms, rati-
fies, and accepts the constitution previ-
ously approved by the residents of the
Territory of Alaska.

One of the provisions of this constitu-
tion directly violates a provision of the
Constitution of the United States. I
refer to section 8 of article XV, which
attempts to provide for the election of
one United States Senator for a short
term and the election of one United
States Senator for a long term. The
exact language of section 8 of the pro-
posed constitution of the proposed State
of Alaska reads as follows:

8. The officers to be elected at the first
general election shall include two Senators
and 1 Representative to serve in the Con-
gress of the United States, unless Senators
and a Representative have been previously
elected and seated.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, EASTLAND. I yield.

Mr. CHAVEZ. How can any Territory
elect Members of the Senate or House
if it is not a State? What would be the
position of the two individuals—and I
would have no objection to either of
them—if the bill should pass? TUnder
the law could they take the oath of
office?

Mr., EASTLAND, . In one case—the
State of Tennessee elected Senators.
Later she was admitted to the Union.

The Constitution provides that each
State shall elect two Senators, who shall
serve for a term of 6 years. When they
come to the Senate—and that has been
the situation from 1787 until the present
time; it was the situation when New
Mexico was admitted, and when Arizona
was admitted—the Senate provides that
they shall draw lots for the short term
and the long term. Senators are classi-
fied into three classes. If a Senator
draws a lot good for 2 years, he serves
for 2 years. If he draws a lot good for
6 years, he serves 6 years. But the two
Senators cannot both come up for elec=
tion the same year.

In this case an attempt is made to
bypass the right of the United States
Senate and provide that Alaska shall
elect one Senator for the short term and
one for the long term, when it is the
prerogative of the Senate to specify the
term.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Neither New Mexico
nor Arizona elected its Senators under
the Constitution until after it was ad-
mitted.
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Mr, EASTLAND. That is the only
way they can qualify, of course.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Without having looked
into the legal aspects, I doubt whether
any Territory while it is still a Territory
can say, “These are going to be our Sen-
ators.”

Mr. EASTLAND. It cannot qualify
them but it may be able to elect them,
as in the Tennessee case. The distin-
guished Senator is exactly correct in the
final analysis.

Section 8 of the proposed constitution
of the proposed State of Alaska is as
follows:

The officers to be elected at the first gen-
eral election shall include two Senators and
one Representative to serve in the Congress
of the United States, unless Senators and a
Representative have been previously elected
and seated. One Senator shall be elected
for the long term and one Senator for the
short term, each term to expire on the third
day of January of the following year, and
be determined by authority of the United
States. The term of the Representative
shall expire on the third day of January in
the odd-numbered year immediately fol-
lowing his assuming office. If the first Rep-
resentative is elected in an even numbered
year to take office in that year, a Repre-
sentative shall be elected at the same time
to fill the full term commenecing on the third
day of January of the following year, and
the same person may be elected for hoth
terms.

The Constitution of the United States
provides in the first Article that the
Senate of the United States shall be
composed of Senators chosen for 6 years.

Any attempt to elect a Senator for
what is called a “short term” is clearly
in direct violation of the Constitution of
the United States, This is no idle mat-
ter.

Even if it is considered to be only an
attempt by the Alaska Constitutional
Convention to designate that one Sena-
tor from the proposed new State of Alas-
ka shall belong to one class and the other
Senator shall belong to another class
of Senators, it is equally beyond the
authority of any State to make such a
designation.

Mr. President, no one of my colleagues
needs to do any more te satisfy himself
on this point than to pick up the ad-
mirable new volume, entitled “Senate
Procedure: Precedents and Practices” by
our distinguished Parliamentarian and
Assistant Parliamentarian, Charles L.
Watkins and Floyd M. Riddick, and turn
to page 553 of that work, to the section
captioned “Senators,” and examine the
paragraph on “Senators—Classification
of”” and read the simple, direct, and un-
equivocal statement as follows:

The legislature of a new State has no au-
thority to designate the particular class to
which Senators first elected shall be
assigned.

This statement, we may be sure, is
amply supported by the precedents.

Indeed, all of us are aware, there are
not two, but three classes of Senators and
the terms of one-third of this body ex-
pire at 2-year intervals.

It cannot be said, until the classifica-
tion of new Senators is accomplished,
whether, indeed, a new Senator is to be
assigned to class 1, class 2, or class 3.
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In any event, any attempt to elect a
Senator for a short term is in direct vio-
lation of the Constitution of the United
States; and any attempt on the part of
a proposed new State to determine in
advance the classifications to be as-
signed to its two new Senators, is in di-
rect violation of the practice which has
been followed without exception in re-
gard to the classification of Senators
from new States from the time of the or-
ganization of this Republic.

There have been at least two previous
instances in which there has been an
attempt made to designate the classifi-
cation of Senators. In both those in-
stances, however, no attempt was made
to designate that classification by a pro-
posed constitutional provision or even by
legislation. As a matter of fact, it was
done by resolutions accompanying the
certificates of election. In both cases,
the Senators themselves were actually
elected for a six-year term.

The first instance to which I refer oc-
curred when the new State of Minnesota
was admitted to the Union. In the Jour-
nal of the Senate for Wednesday, May 12,
1858—Journal, page 441—there appears
the following:

Mr. Toombs presented a resolution of the
Legislature of the State of Minnesota, in
joint. convention, in favor of the Hon. Henry
M. Rice, representing that State in the Sen-
ate of the United States for the long term;
which was referred to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

At that time, Mr. Toombs remarked, as
reported in the Congressional Globe:

Mr. Toomes. The Legislature of the State
of Minnesota In the Joint convention which
elected Senators passed a resolution on the
subject of their tenure, It is a question of
some trouble and difficulty, and I move that
it be referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

That is where the pending bill should
be sent, to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. If it were sent there, it would
not have so many holes in it.

I digress at this point to call the at-
tention of the Senate to the fact that in
the Minnesota case the matter of tenure
of Senators was recognized as the busi-
ness and jurisdiction of the Committee
on the Judiciary. I think it still is and
that any legislation, proposed constitu-
tion, or resolution dealing with the ten-
ure and classification of Senators should
be referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary of the United States Senate.

Continuing with the procedure in re-
gard to Minnesota, 2 days later, Mr.
Bayard from the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, to whom was referred the reso-
lution of the State of Minnesota, filed
the Committee’s report to the Senate.
The Committee on the Judiciary re-
ported a resolution setting forth the
procedure for classifying the two new
Senators from Minnesota in precisely
the same manner in which the Senators
from new States had been classified by
the Senate of the United States, with-
out exception, from the first session of
the First Congress.

The Commitiee on the Judiciary in
that instance recommended as follows:

“Resolved, That the Senate proceed to as-
certain the classes In which the Senators
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from the State of Minnesota shall be In=
serted, in conformity with the resolution of
the 14th of May 1789, and as the Constitu-
tion requires.”

The resolution was considered by unani-
mous consent, and agreed to

Mr. Bavano. Now I ask that the order ac-
companying the resolution from the com-
mittee be read and considered.

The Secretary read it, as follows:

“Ordered, That the Secretary put into the
ballot box two papers of equal size, one of
which shall be numbered one, and the other
shall be a blank. Each of the Senators of the
State of Minnesota shall draw out one paper,
and the Senator who shall draw the paper
numbered one shall be inserted in the class of
Senators whose term of service will expire on
the 3d of March 1859; that the Secretary
ghall then put into the ballot box two papers
of equal size, one of which shall be numbered
two and the other shall be numbered three.
The other Senator shall draw out one paper.
If the paper drawn be numbered two, the
Senator shall be inserted in the class of Sen=
ators whose terms of service will expire on the
3d day of March 1861; and if the paper drawn
be numbered three, the Senator shall be In=-
serted in the class of Senators whose terms
of service will expire the 3d day of March
1863."

The claimed right of the State of Min-
nesota was denied by the Senate. It is
the business of the Senate, under the
Constitution of the United States.

Mr. Bayard’s comments upon the res-
olution on behalf of the Committee on
the Judiciary laid the question to rest
with clarity beyond question in his fol-
lowing remarks:

Mr. Bavarp. I will merely state, on behalf
of the committee, that the request made by
the Legislature of Minnesota—Iit is but a
request—is entirely inconsistent with the
settled practice of the Government under
the resolution of the Senate in 1789, when
the Senate was first organized. The coms-
mittes has seen no reason for chanzing that
practice. The Senate had then to determine
how they would classify Senators, and they
have always adhered to the practice then
adopted. The Constitution of the United
States authorizes the election of Senators for
6 years, and provides for their classification.
In the first instance, in organizing the Sen=-
ate, they might do it in one of two modes—
either by lot or by arbitrary determination.
They decided that lot was the best mode to
do it; and thus the term is determined on
the first coming in of a Senator; and that
has been the mode of proceeding since the
first origin of the Government.

The following year the State of Ore-
gon was admitted to the Union, and the
two Senators from the new State of
Oregon were classified in accordance
with the provisions of the Constitution
and the long-established customs of the
Senate. The matter raised by the reso-
lution of the Legislature of the State of
Minnesota had been effectively settled.

The other case to which I should like
to advert is the case of the State of
North Dakota, when the credentials of
the two Senators from that new State
were presented. On December 4, 1889,
the credentials of the two Senators from
the new State of North Dakota were
presented to the Senate. The Vice Pres-
ident directed the reading of a resolu-
tion reported by the Committee on Priv=
ileges and Elections which set forth the
time-honored procedure of classification
of Senators in this body. After that
resolution was read, Senator Cullom,
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who had presented the credentials of
the two new Senators, addressed the
Senate as follows:

Mr. Currom. Mr. President, before action
is taken upon the resolution just read, I
desire to present some resolutions adopted
by the two houses of the Legislature of
North Dakota touching upon the question
of the term of one of the Senators from
that State. I ask to have them read by the
Secretary so that they may be placed upon
record.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:
SENATE CHAMBER,
Bismarck, N. Dak., November 29, 1889.

It is herewith certified that on Wednes-
day, the 20th day of November, A. D, 1889,
and subsequent to the election of Hon. Gil-
bert A. Plerce as Senator in the Congress of
the United States, the senate of the first
session of the Legislative Assembly of the
State of North Dakota adopted the follow-
ing resolution:

“Whereas Hon, Gilbert A. Plerce, the
unanimous choice of the Republican sen-
ators of the State of North Dakota, has been
chosen, by vote of the senate, one of the
United States Senators to represent sald
State in the Congress of the United States:
Be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of
North Dakota, That he be, and is hereby,
designated to represent the State of North
Dakota in the Congress of the United States
for the long term.”

We have the identical proposition in
the bill before us.

Sald resolution being recorded on page 2
of the Senate Journal of November 20, 1889.
ALFRED DICKEY,
Lieutenant Governor and President of
the Senate.

Senator Hoar, one of the most distin-
guished men ever to sit in the Senate,
then addressed the Senate and spoke as
follows:

Mr. Hoar. Mr. President, the Constitution
of the United States provides that after the
assembling of the Senate, in consequence of
the first election, “they (the Senators) shall
be divided as equally as may be into three
classes.” The Constitution does not express=
ly provide by what authority that designa-
tion should be made, but it has been the
uninterrupted usage since the Government
was Inaugurated for the Senate to exercise
that authority. Indeed, no other authority
could be for a moment supposed to have
been intended to be charged with this duty.

The Legislature of the State of North Da-
kota, the two houses of that legislature, after
the election, have expressed a desire that one
of the two gentlemen elected to the Senate of
the United States from that State should
hold the seat for the long term. Of course,
that matter did not enter into the election
there, and if it had done so, it is obvious
that the State legislature had ng constitu-
tional authority in relation to the subject.
Indeed, it was not then known, and is not
yet known, what length of term will be as-
signed to either of the Senators from that
Btate. Either of them may, in accordance
with the lot, be assigned to the 6 years’, the
4 years' or the 2 years' term. All that the
Benate now knows is that, if this resolution
be adopted, no two Senators will be assigned,
from any one of the States that have just
been admitted, to a term of the same length.
FPerhaps the desire of the Legislature of the
State of North Dakota may be accomplished
as the result of the proceedings of the Sen-
ate, but that must be the result of the lot,
and I cannot see that the Senate may justly
or properly exercise any authority in regard
to it by way of departure from its duty.
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That is the request in this case, that
the United States Senate depart from a
duty and let Alaska specify one Senator
for the short term and one for the long
term.

Mr. President, the statement of Sena-
tor Hoar is but recognition of what was
then and is now an inescapable conciu-
sion; namely that the State legislature
has no constitutional authority in rela-
tion to this subject; that it has been the
uninterrupted usage, since the Govern-
ment was inaugurated, for the Senate
itself to exercise this authority, and that
no other authority can properly be con-
sidered. ¥Yet, Mr. President, 100 years
after this matter has been discussed and
has been settled, the proposed State of
Alaska, through its proposed Constitu-
tion, again wants to renew the discus-
sions and the debates on this subject. It
is absolutely clear in my mind that this
provision of the proposed constitution
for the State of Alaska lacks authority
in law and violates the express provisions
of the Constitution of the United States.
I desire to make the point that there has
been either a lack of understanding of
the structure of the Senate in the draft-
ing of this provision or, if it was known,
then it has been completely ignored.

Mr., President, I have taken the time
to go into this subject quite carefully in
order that the Senate shall know that
there are errors of major importance
with the legislation now pending relating
to the admission of Alaska to statehood.
In my opinion, in view of the errors and
inconsistencies which have been made in
relation to the classification and tenure
of Senators, the probability is there are
others. I find nowhere in the reports or
the hearings on this matter where these
questions I pose have ever been raised or
resolved, and I do not believe that the
Senate could approve this constitution
or the legislation until there has been a
great deal more study given to many of
its phases. Let me point out again that
House Report No. 624 to accompany H. R.
7999, on page 5 thereof, states as follows:

By enactment of H. R. 7999 this Constitu-
tion will be accepted, ratified and confirmed
by the Congress of the United States.

That is what we are asked to do—to
accept, ratify, and confirm a constitution
which violates the Constitution of the
United States.

I do not believe Senators should vote
for the acceptance, ratification or con-
firmation of a constitution which con=
tains a provision which does violence to
such a basic concept of this body as its
method of classification for purposes of
tenure. So, there can be no doubt as
to what the proposed constitution for
the new State of Alaska provides in this
respect. Let me again set forth that
provision,

Section 8 of article XV reads:

The officers to be elected at the first gen-
eral election shall include two Senators and
one Representative to serve in the Congress of
the United States, unless Senators and Rep-
resentatives have been previously elected and
seated. One Senator shall be elected for the
long term and one Senator for the short
term, each term to expire on the third day
of January in an odd-numbered year to be
determined by authority of the United
States. The term of the Representative
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shall expire on the third day of January in
the odd-numbered year Immediately follow=
ing his assuming office. If the first Repre-
sentative is elected in an even-numbered
year to take office in that year, a Represen-
tative shall be elected at the same time to
fill the full term commencing on the third
day of January of the following year, and
the same person may be elected for both
terms.

The proposal which this body, in its
approval of H. R. 7999, would be ratify-
ing, accepting, and confirming is, on its
face, completely inconsistent with the
Constitution of the United States, which
requires that Senators be chosen for a
term of 6 years and which further re-
quires that the Senate divide itself into
three classes. What is proposed in the
case of Alaska has never been done in the
history of the United States, and should
not be done now.

Mr. President, on this ground, and on
the ground that we would be denying full
sovereignty and equality to a State,
something which we have no authority
to do, I think the point of order I shall
raise at the proper time should be sus-
tained.

I certainly think that before final ac-
tion is taken on the bill, and the consti-
tution of Alaska ratified, the matter
should go to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary for study. In the bill it is proposed
even to set up a Federal court system. If
the bill were enacted, we should be tam-
pering with the immigration laws, which
are exclusively matters for the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary. We should be set-
ting the boundaries of a State, when the
Reorganization Act gives to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary the exclusive juris-
diction over setting the boundaries of
States and Territories.

For these reasons, and for others which
I shall outline later, I am opposed to the
bill. I think the point of order should be
sustained; and, if not sustained, that the
bill should be defeated.

STATE, JUSTICE, JUDICIARY, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL, 1959—CONFERENCE
REPORT

During the delivery of Mr. EASTLAND'S
speech,

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Mississippi vield to the
Senator from Arizona?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from Arizona with the
same understanding as when I have
previously yielded to other Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Mississippi? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (H. R. 12428) making
appropriations for the Departments of
State and Justice, the Judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1959, and for other pur-
poses. I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the report.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of today.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr, President, I should
like to make some brief comments on the
bill as agreed to by the conferees.

The total sum appropriated is $577,-
904,113. This amount is $11,380,898 un-
der the total budget estimates, $7,181,500
over the House bill, $10,813,000 below the
Senate recommendation, and $3,494,243
more than the 1958 total appropriations.

To mention the action taken on some
of the major items, $101,750,000 was
agreed to for salaries and expenses of the
State Department and the Foreign Serv-
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ice. This figure is $3,286,500 more than
this year’s allowance, and we trust that
it will be sufficient to provide a well bal-
anced program for the various activities
paid for from this appropriation, includ-
ing the expansion of services in needed
critical areas of the world.

Twenty-two million eight hundred
thousand dollars was allowed for the ex-
change program. This is an increase of
$2 million over the House allowance, and
$8 million under the Senate proposal.
This added sum has been earmarked for
expansion of the Latin American ex-
change program. The conferees stipu-
lated in their report that not less than
$4,623,775 of the total appropriation
shall be spent in the Latin American area
in fiscal 1959.

For salaries and expenses of the United
States Information Agency the conferees
agreed to the figure of $98,500,000, or an
increase of $1,500,000 above the House al-
lowance and a decrease of $1,500,000 be-

Summary of bill
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low the Senate recommendation. This

should enable the Agency to expand cer-

tain of its missions and mediums pro-

grams in areas where they are most criti-

cal, as the sum recommended is $3,400,-

1;oit?st.'n above the current year's appropria-
on.

For the President’s special interna-
tional program a total of $6,410,500 was
agreed to. This sum is a split between
the amount recommended by the House
and proposed by the Senate. As Mem-
bers know, this appropriation is to pro-
vide funds for the cultural and sports
presentations under the Department of
State and for the trade fair program
operated by the Department of Com-
merce.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorD a summary statement of the bill.

There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Appropriation Appropriations | Estimates, 1950 | House bill, 1059 | Senate recom- | Conference action
Ddf!:&’t!d). mendations, 1959
State $203, 277, 306 $199, 900, 151 $192, 850, 353 $205, 955, 853 $107, 108, 353
Justice. .. 227, 206, 000 230, 190, 000 229, 410, 000 230, 317, 000 230, 317, 000
The Judiciary. - 39, 571, 050 41,472, 860 40, 703, 260 40, 878, 260 40, 823, 260
United States Tnformation Age‘rlc'y 96, 200, 000 110, 032, 000 101, 750, 000 104, 750, 000 103, 250, 000
Funds appropriated to the Pr 15, 145, 000 T 6, 000, 000 6, 821, 000 6, 410, 500
Total G581, 308, 356 580, 285, 011 570,722, 613 588, 717,113 577, 904, 113
TITLE I-DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Appropriations P R ded | Amount recom-
Agency and Item i%é& | B 1950 in House bill mended bym
for 1959 Benate
Administration of foreign affairs:
Salaries antd expenses_ ... $98, 403, 500 $105, 000, 000 8100000000 $102, 000, 000 $101, 750, 000
Representation all 600, 000 1, 000, 000 630, 000 1, 000, GO0 750, 000
Acquisition of buildings abroad_. ..o 18, 500, 000 18, 500, 000 18. 000, 000 18, 000, 000 18, 000, 000
Emergencies In the diplomatic and consular serviee. .. .. oceeccmcemananans 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000
Payment to Forelgn Service retirement and dlsubl!tty R 1, 667, 000 2, 025, 000 2. 025, 000 2, 025, 000 2, 025, 000
Extension and remodeling, State Department B 2, 500, 000 35 e
Total, administration of foreign affairs. 122, 730, 500 127, 525, 000 121, 675, 000 124, 025, 000 123, 526, 000
International organizations and conferences:
Contributions to international wganizutlm 45, 580, 806 41, 889, 151 41,827, 453 41,827, 453 41, 827, 453
Missions to international or 1, 357, 500 1, 700, 000 , 646, 1, 602, 500 690, 000
International con 1, 750, 000 2, 400, 000 1, 500, 000 1, 950, 000 1, 600, 008
11th World Hm!th ssembly of the World Health Organi 332, 500
Total, international organizations and conferences, 49, 029, 806 45, 980, 151 44,973, 453 45, 460, 953 45, 117, 453
International commissions:
International Boundary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico:
Balaries and exg =i 505, 000 505, 000 505, 000 505, 000 505, 000
peration i 1, 533, 000 1, 570, 000 1, 570, 000 1, 570, 000 1, 570, 000
Construction_____ 300, 000 1, 000, 000 750, 000 1, 000, 000 1, 000, 000
o e | mml el Ceeem)  me
t , 1 1
tion ﬂ.ghar hod 1.&50.’0& 660, 000 1, 644, D00 1, 644, 900 1, 644, 900
Total, international &, 692, 000 B, 676, 000 &, 410, 900 &, 660, 900 5, 660, 900
Edueational exchan %
Tnternational ..-‘m tional excl activities 20, 800, 000 20, 800, 000 20, 800, 000 30, 800, 000 22, 500, 000
Educational, scientific, and cultural activities 3, 525, 000 i
Total, e hang 24, 325, 000 20, 800, 000 20, 800, 000 30, 800, 000 22, 800, 000
Raroh Hearl: Hama Boed 1, 500, 000 B
Total, Department of State. 203, 277, 306 199, 990, 151 192, 859, 353 205, 955, 853 197, 103, 353
TITLE II—-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Legal activities and general adminlstration:
mmmmmm%ummmm«mm $3, 250, 000 $3, 200, 000 $3, 250, 000 $3, 250, 000 £3, 250, 000
General legal activities, salaries and 10, 800, 000 11, 350, 000 11, 200, 000 11, 200, 000 11, 200, 000
Antitrust Division, {es and expenses. 3, 785, 000 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000
Emwdmmattwr{eysmdaﬁmhals.mmand—- m.;g.% 20, 430, 000 20, 350, 000 20, 350, 000 20, 350, 000
e 1, 800, 000 i, 800, 000 1,700, 000 3,700, 000 i, 700, 000
Claims of | of J ¥, salarics and eXpPenses. .cmeeeeemeeeemem 220, 000 210, 000 210, 000 210, 000 210, 000
Total, legal activities and ral administration. ... cccmeeneemnennan 40, 155, 000 40, 790, 000 40, 510, 000 40, 510, 000 510, 000
Federal Burean of Investigation: les an. 101, 450, 000 102, 500, 000 102, 500, 000 102, 500, 102, 500, 000
Imml,gx-utnnmdl\.atmllmlo.nm::e Salaries and mtcm,ouo 49, 600, 000 m.wo’,un 49, 500, 000 489, 500, 000
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Summary of bill—Continued
TITLE II-DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE—Continued
A rintlons Recommended | Amount recom-
Agency and item pm.lpﬂbs * | Estimates, 1059 in House bill Imen by
for 1959 Senate
Federal Prison H
Burean of P salaries and expenses. . $32, 200, 000 $33, 000, 000 $32, 800, 000 $33, 707, 000 $33, 707, 000
JBuﬂdl.nks and facilities..____ 1, 000, 000 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 1, 500, 000 1, 500 000
Support of United States prisoners 2. 800, 000 2, 800, 000 2, 600, 000 2, 600, 000 2, 600, 000
Total, Federsl Prison System 4= 36, 000, 000 37, 300, 000 800, 37, 807, 000 37, 807, 000
Office of Allen Property: Salaries and expenses. .. .. (2, 035, 000) {2, 500, 000) (2, 500, 000) (2, 500, 000) (2, 500, 000)
Total, Department of Justice. .. 227, 205, 000 280, 190, 000 229, 410, 000 230, 317, 000 230, 317, 000
TITLE III-THE JUDICIARY
upreme Court of the United States:

$ Salaries. ooooooen-. $1, 238, 000 $1, 249, 000 $1, 249, 000 $1, 249, 000 $1, 249, 000
Prmtl.ng and bi.nding. Supreme Court reports - 80, 000 90, 000 90, 000 90, 000 90, 000
Miscellaneous eXPeNSeS. oo oceccecamcannsmmann 62, 500 74, 500 74, 500 74, 500 74, 500
Care of the building and grounds 2 Sl 218, 200 317,000 , 000 284, 000 :
Automobile for the Chilef Justice 5, 835 5, 835 , 835 5, 835 5,835

Total, Supreme Court. 1, 614, 535 1, 736, 335 1,703, 335 1, 703, 335 1, 703, 335

Conrt of Customs and Patent Appeals; Salaries and eXPenses. .- --oo--vomocose- 307, 308, , 450 308, 450 308, 450

Customs Court: SBalaries and expenses. 677, 010 609, 620 699, 620 699, 620 669, 620

Court of Claims:

Salaries and expenses_ _ 810, 855 812, 655 812, 655 812, 655 812, 655

Repairs and impro ts.. , 000 9, 000 , 000 , 000 , 000

Total, Court of Claims. 810, 855 821, 655 821, 655 821, 655 821, 655
urts of appeals, distriet courts, and otlwr Jjudicial services:

SIOUELS of Bpponle, ol 9,075, 000 9, 358, 500 0,358, 500 0,358, 500 , 358,
Balaries of supporting personn(’l 22 18, 473, 200 19, 201, 000 19,011, 700 19, 011, 700 19, 011, 700
Fees of juriors and commissioner 4, 025, 5, 058, DDO 4, 925, 000 4, 995, 000 , 995,
Travel and miscell expenses gl 2, B39, 000 3, 098, 300 2, 950, 000 8, 000, 000 2, 975, 000
i{;}]pﬂnietmtl:j:]ﬁﬂiw %fd.nriea and expenses 840, 450 1, 101, 000 925, 000 975, 000 950, 000

erees, s accoun| \

Salaies.. - (1,755, 000) 2 034,700 2,006, 500) (2,008, 500) o0 500
Expenses. (2, 345, 700) 2, 635, 80O, 2, 625, 550) (2, 625, 550) 625, 550,

Total, other courts and service: 36, 152, 650 37, 906, 800 a7, 170, 200 37, 340, 200 87, 200, 200

Total, the judiclary. 39, 571, 060 41, 472, 860 40, 703, 260 40, 873, 260 40, 823, 260

TITLE IV-UNITED STATES INFORMATION AGENCY
Balaries and eXpenses. . ...cceeeoecanmanns $05, 100, 000 $105, 000, 000 $07, 000, 000 $100, 000, D00 $08, 500, 000
Acquisition and construction of radio facilities. . 1, 100, 000 5, 032, 000 4, 750, 000 4, 750, 000 4, 750, 000
Total, United States Information Agency 96, 200, 000 110, 032, 000 101, 750, 000 104, 750, 000 103, 250, 000
TITLE V=FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
President’s special International program. $15, 145, 000 $7, 600, 000 $6, 000, 000 $6, 821, 000 £6, 410, 500
TITLE VI-FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INC. br.
Authorization, Estimate, Recommended Amount
Corporation 19568 1959 in House bill recommended
for 1950 by Benate
Department of Justice: Federal Prison Industries, Ine (%1, 000, 000) ($1, 067, 000) ($1, 067, 000) ($1, 067, 000) ($1, 067, 000)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I note that the
conferees on House bill 12428 agreed to
accept a proviso inserted by the Senate,
‘to the effect that Senate members of
delegations to annual conferences of the
Inter-Parliamentary Union are to be
selected by the Presiding Officer of the
Senate. I am delighted that the con-
ferees accepted this provision.

I wonder if the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee
would agree with me that to enable Sen-
ate members of the delegation to dis-
charge fully their responsibilities to the
Senate and to the American people,
they might wish this year to utilize the
offices of the Secretary of the Senate
and the secretary to the minority for
administrative purposes, in connection

with Senate participation in the Inter-
Parliamentary Union.

I wonder also if the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Appropriations
would agree with me that our participa-
tion in the Inter-Parliamentary Union
conferences has become so important
that Senate delegates should make use of
the professional staff members of appro-
priate Senate committees for assistance
in connection with foreign policy dis-
cussions at those conferences.

Mr. HAYDEN. To me it seems per-
fectly practicable, and a sound way to
proceed, to utilize the offices of the Sec-
retary of the Senate and the secretary to
the minority in connection with the con-
ferences of the Inter-Parliamentary
Union.

So far as using the staff members of
Senate committees is concerned, that,
too, is entirely practicable. It is only

good business to handle the situation in
that way. I entirely approve of it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sen-
ator. I think this legislative history
should be made, and that it should prove
its worth in the years to come.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Can the Senator ex-
plain to us why the Senate receded in
connection with the $8 million for in-
ternational educational exchange?

Mr. HAYDEN, On that item we could
not obtain any other kind of agreement
with the House conferees.

Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator also
be kind enough to tell me whether the
House Members assigned any reason for
wishing to reduce the sum?

Mr. HAYDEN. They insisted that
they had allowed $20.8 million, the full
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amount requested by the Budget Bureau
for this year. We pointed out that last
year the Bureau of the Budget asked
for $30 million for this purpose. This
year the total approved by the con-
ference action is $22,800,000. In other
words, we persuaded the House to in-
crease by $2,800,000 the amournt it had
approved. That was the compromise
which was made.

Mr. JAVITS. Without intending any
criticism whatever, I consider such a
policy to be very shortsighted. I know
of mnothing which contributes more
greatly to an orientation of leadership
in the world, in terms of the objectives
of the United States in the Free World,
than the educational exchange program.

I am very glad the Senator has pin-
pointed—as he always does so accu-
rately—where our problem lies. I
gather that it lies with the Budget Bu-
reau. I shall do my utmost, as one
Senator, to bring the Bureau of the
Budget around to a much more ample
outlook on this subject. This kind of
neglect embarrasses us very much in
connection with many of the things we
wish to do in the field of foreign policy.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. Can the Senator advise
me what the conferees did with respect to
the representation allowance for State
Department employees?

Mr. HAYDEN. The conferees al-
lowed $750,000.

Mr. CLARK. Itismy recollection that
the amount in the Senate version of the
bill was $1 million.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; that is correct.
We had to split the diflerence, so to
speak.

Mr. CLARE. I understand that the
House recommended $600,000.

Mr. HAYDEN. Itrecommended $650,-
000.

Mr. CLARKE. I am aware of the dif-
ficulties which the distinguished Senator
from Arizona and his colleagues encoun-
ter every year with regard to that item.
However, I am not in the slightest degree
critical when I point out that the amount
requested by the Secretary of State,
namely, $1 million, was, in my judgment,
inadeguate. The amount granted by the
Senate was as much as the Secretary of
State requested, which was about all the
Senate could do. I express my keen dis-
appointment that our friends in the
other body do not yet seem to appreciate
the serious disadvantages under which
they place our representatives abroad
when they take the point of view which
they take with respect to representation
allowances.

I congratulate the Senator from Ari-
zona on at least having succeeded in rais-
ing the amount a little. I hope that next
year the State Department will come for-
ward with an initial request which will
be more realistic, and that sooner or
later we can eliminate this lag in our
foreien policy.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN, Iyield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to
have the Recorp show that I did not fully
approve the conference report. The
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chairman will recall that when the ques-
tion was reached, I would not agree to
the amount insisted upon by the House
conferees for the educational exchange
program, which was $2 million instead of
$10 million. In practically every other
case of a difference in the various items
the House conferees agreed to split the
difference. In this case, however, they
would agree to allow only $2 million as
against the $10 million allowed by the
Senate.

Mr. HAYDEN., T take it the Senator
has no objection to the remainder of the
conference report, but he does object to
this particular item.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. I strenuously ob-
ject to the exchange-program item. I
have some comments with respect to 1
or 2 other items. I think the Senate is
entitled to more consideration.

Mr. HAYDEN. If I accurately recol-
lect what the Sentaor had to say during
the conference, he made that perfectly
clear.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I want the REcorp
to show also, with respect to the ques-
tion of the budget request, that, as the
Senator from Arizona has said, last year
the budget allowed $30 million for this
program. The House of Representatives
reduced the amount to $17,500,000. The
Senate allowed the full $30 million, and
in conference we got $20,800,000.

This year, when I took the question
up with the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget, he said, ‘“We are operating
under ceilings. Since you were able to
get only $20,800,000 last year, we cannot
afford to recommend the difference be=
tween that and $30 million. We have
no reason to believe that you can per-
suade the House to allow you any more.”
In fact, there was reason to believe that
that was not possible, because of the at-
titude of the House in the past. Because
of a position of expediency, we could
not obtain an allowance of more than
$20,800,000. When the House insists
that it cannot make an allowance which
is above the budget fizure, I think that
is an argument without real substance.

Only last week, in the case of military
appropriations, the House allowed more
than $200 million above the budget.

This morning’s press carried an item
to the effect that the construction ac-
count for the AEC was doubled. An ad-
ditional $186 million was allowed.

It is nonsense to say that the House
is held down by a budget ceiling, especi-
ally in view of the fact that more was
allowed for this purpose in last year's
budget.

I think it is an extremely wasteful and
extravagant way to proceed, for the
House to insist upon spending money to
meet a situation which does not exist
in the international field.

The evidence before the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has been very clear, and
anyone who reads the newspapers can
see, that the threat today is not pri-
marily from military attack, but from
infiltration and subversion of the Middle
East, Latin America, and southeast Asia.
It is extremely extravagant and waste-
ful of the public funds to appropriate
money to meet an emergency which is
not urgent.
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Diverting the money of the public to
the military and the AEC, under present
conditions in the world, in my opinion is
very wasteful, and shows very poor un=
derstanding of world conditions. How=
ever, I wish to compliment the chairman
of the committee. I hope he does not
take what I say as criticism of him. He
has done everything he could to main-
tain the appropriations for the State
Department, and especially for the
exchange program.

I wish to remind the Senate and the
people of the country that our State
Department is our first line of defense
in the nonmilitary field. The officials
of the State Department are the ones
who, if it is possible to avoid war, must
bear the burden of doing that. It istheir
task. Yet the House quibbles over
$100,000 in appropriations for repre-
sentation expenses. To me it is abso-
lutely fantastic that they would be so
adamant in their position. The Senate
conferees offered to compromise the fig-
ure at $850,000, which would have more
nearly split the difference between the
two Houses. No; they would not do that.
They would agree to appropriate only
$750,000. That is certainly a very short-
sighted attitude to take. The total ap-
propriation is approximately the amount
by which the budget for military items
was increased. Nevertheless, the House
Members quarrel over a small item of
$100,000. It is small in proportion to
the entire amount involved.

I believe that if we do not exercise
greater discrimination, evince a better
sense of perspective, and have a better
idea of how to appropriate our means
than is indicated by action on this bill, we
do not deserve to prosper; and we are not
prospering, as evidenced by the recent
outbreaks in Latin America and in the
Middle East. It is disastrous to be so
parsimonious with the State Department
on such a small item and at the same
time to be so lavish with the military.
I do not believe it is wise at all. In fact,
it is disastrous. It could very well lead
to a sense of defeatism on the part of
officers of the State Department who
represent us all over the world. I do not
approve of the overall lack of perspec-
tive shown by the House on nonmilitary
items.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with what the Senator
from Arkansas has said. I feel exactly
as he does with respect to the action
the other body took in forcing down the
appropriation for the State Department.
It is one of the most important fields of
our national seeurity. It is about time
we realized it.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to assoicate myself with what the

Senator from Arkansas and the Senator

from Pennsylvania have said. What
they have stated is absolutely true. The
reason for my rising—and I believe this
is also true of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania and I hope other Senators will
do the same—is that it will help back
up the Senator from Arkansas, who
would like to have the country speak
on this subject. The country will speak
only if we give some leadership and
tongue to the inarticulate feeling of
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many millions of people in the United
States. I am grateful to the Senator
from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, I wish to comment
on what the Senator from New York
said earlier about pinpointing the mat-
ter. It is true that a part of the trouble
lies with the Bureau of the Budget.
However, we can well see what occurs in
the House. As a matter of fact, I be=
lieve the Bureau of the Budget was
much more sympathetic this year than
it was last year. However, if we read
the hearings before the House commit-
tee, we can readily realize the attitude
of many of the Members of the House
with respect to the State Department.
That attitude is inexcusable, in my
opinion. It is an attitude which eriti-
cizes, for example, the teaching of
French in an instifution which the
State Department has established in a
building which we already own in south-
ern France.

The attitude of the Members of the
House is expressed in the ridicule which
they heap upon those who are trying to
improve the quality of our Foreign Serv-
ice. One can read it in the House hear-
ings. We can read in the hearings how
the representatives of the State Depart-
ment are ridiculed. They are called peo-
ple in the striped pants and——

Mr. JAVITS. Striped pants,
cookie pushers.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Striped pants, and
cookie pushers, and such criticism. I do
not say that all the people in the State
Department are perfect. However, they
are criticized when they are trying to
improve their service. When we consider
the overall appropriations which have
been made for the other activities, such
as those of the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion and the military, the appropriation
for the State Department is all out of
proportion. The Atomic Energy Com-
mission has its appropriation increased
in an amount, for construction alone,
which is almost as large as the whole
appropriation for the State Department.
There is no sense of proportion used at
all. If we were going broke and were
not appropriating money for any activity,
I would not mind, but here we are throw-
ing money around for all sorts of activi-
ties which are not so important as those
of the State Department. It is a disas-
trous policy to follow.

Mr. JAVITS. I have served in the
House, and I believe there is a miscon-
ception of the American people’s ideas
about the State Dspartment and those
who work for it. It may have been true
in another day, when most of the Amer-
ican people thought that jobs with the
State Department were lush jobs for
socially well-placed individuals. Today
they realize it is & question of survival,
and a question of life or death: and
perish the day when we have to require
military expenditures instead of appro-
priations for activities of the State De-
partment in our effort to maintain
Ppeace in the world.

I would also ask the Senator from
Arkansas, who is a student of our for-
eign relations and stands high in the
Committee on Foreign Relations, to keep
up his fisht. I hope very much that

and
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more of our colleagues will join him.
After all, it is the people who will ul-
timately decide, and they can do a great
deal more with the other body than
many of us can,

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move
that the conference report be agreed
to.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
action on certain amendments of the
Senate to House bill 12428, which was
read as follows:

In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. 8.

June 25, 1958.

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendments of the
Senate numbered 6, 12, and 16 to the bill
(H. R. 12428) entitled “An act nraking
appropriations for the Departments of State
and Justice, the Judiciary, and related
agenclies for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1959, and for other purposes,” and concur
therein; and

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 21, and concur thereln with an
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum
of “§650,000"” named in sald amendment, in-
sert: ‘'$300,000.”

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Seneate concur in the House
amendment to Senate amendment No.
21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
of the Senator from Arizona.

The motion was agreed to.

GRAY REEF DAM AND RESERVOIR

During the delivery of Mr. EASTLAND’S
speech,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming, on the same conditions under
which I have heretofore yielded, so that
he may call up a noncontroversial bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr, President, I
desire to call the attention of the Senate
to Calendar No. 1783, Senate bill 4002.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERE. A bill (S.
4002) to authorize the Gray Reef Dam
and Reservoir as part of the Glendo
unit of the Missouri River Basin project.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
bill was introduced by my colleague, the
senior Senator from Wpyoming [Mr.
Barrerrl, and myself, for the purpose of
authorizing a modification of the Glendo
unit of the Missouri River Basin project.

The purpose of the bill is to enable the
Bureau of Reclamation to construct
Gray Reef Dam at an estimated cost
of not to exceed $700,000.

This is a noncontroversial bill. It was
unanimously approved by the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, and was
reported to the Senate.

I have cleared this matter with the
leadership on the Democratic side, and
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I understand that my colleague has
cleared it with the leadership on the
Republican side.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. President, if my
colleague will yield to me, let me say
that I have cleared the bill with the
leadership on this side of the aisle.

Furthermore, I may say that the bill
is extremely important from an emer-
gency standpoint, because the Bureau of
Reclamation is very anxious to con-
struct the afterbay, which is the Gray
Reef Dam, at the same time that it com-
pletes construction of the Fremont Can=
yon powerplant.

So it is very important that this au-
thorization be made, so the funds will be
available for construction this year.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. This project is
for the stabilization of the flow of the
river, and if serves all the end uses of the
flow of the stream.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent for the present consider-
ation of the bill.,

The FRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
ROLL in the chair). Is there objection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (S. 4002)
to authorize the Gray Reef Dam and
Reservoir as a part of the Glendo unit
of the Missouri River Basin project,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
with an amendment, at the end of the
bill, following the word “act”, to strike
out the period and insert a colon and the
following:

Provided, That no construction shall pro-
ceed until a feasibility report has been sub-

mitted and approved by the Secretary of
the Interior.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to he pro-
posed, the question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 4002) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted, elc,, That the Glendo unit
of the Missouri River Basin project, as au-
thorized by the joint resolution of July 16,
1964 (68 Stat. 486), is modified to provide
for the construction and operation of the
small reregulating Gray Reef Dam and Res-
ervoir on the North Platte River down-
stream from Alcova Dam at an estimated
cost of $700,000.

Sec. 2. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such amounts as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of thls act:
Provided, That no construction shall pro-
ceed until a feasibility report has been sub-
mitted and approved by the Secretary of
the Interior.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these pro-
ceedings be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of the remarks of the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. Eastranpl.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, I
thank the Senator from Mississippi.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
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had agreed to the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ment of the House to the bill (S. 3910)
authorizing the construction, repair, and
preservation of certain public works on
rivers and harbors for navigation, flood
control, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8054) to
provide for the leasing of oil and gas de-
posits in lands beneath inland navi-
gable waters in the Territory of Alaska.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12088)
extending the time in which the Boston
National Historic Sites Commission shall
complete its work.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the following con-
current resolutions of the Senate:

8. Con. Res. 80, Concurrent resolution ac-
cepting the statue of Charles Marion Rus-
sell, presented by the State of Montana, to
be placed in Statuary Hall;

8. Con. Res. 81. Concurrent resolution to
place temporarily in the rotunda of the Cap-
itol a statue of Charles Marion Russell, and
to hold ceremonles on said occasion; and

S. Con. Res. 85. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the correction of an error in the
enrollment of 8. 2533, amending the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949, ete.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A. M.
TOMORROW

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate concludes its business today, it stand
in recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow
morning.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLARK in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for
the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the
compelling reason for the admission of
Alaska to statehood is that it affords the
United States a perfect opportunity to
demonstrate that we practice what we
preach.

For decades we have preached democ-
racy to the rest of the world. Yet we
have denied full self-government to our
vast outpost in the North, despite many
assurances that such would not continue
to be the case. I believe it was Ralph
Waldo Emerson who said:

What you are stands over you the while,
and thunders so that I cannot hear what you
say to the contrary.

The Voice of America may talk of de~
mocracy, but its message will ring hol-
lowly through the rest of the Free World
if America fails to practice democracy.
In the erucible of world opinion, we shall
be tested by deeds and not words. State-
hood for Alaska will be a tangible deed.
In this way we can give vitality, mean=
313. and truth to our words about free-

om,
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We could debate for many weeks
whether Alaska has the population, re-
sources, and economic strength to justify
statehood. This is a debatable topic.
From long experience in Alaska person-
ally—both as a civilian and in Army
uniform—I believe Alaska qualifies for
statehood in these essentials. Yet I am
willing to concede that another side can
be ventured with respect to such meas-
urements.

But, when self-government is the is-
sue, I refuse to admit two sides or two
arguments. Either we practice democ-
racy or we deny it. Alaska has been an
American possession since 1867, when we
acquired it from Czar Alexander II of
Imperial Russia. That is nearly a cen-
tury. Yet no resident of Alaska ever has
cast a ballot for President of the United
States, for an elected governor, for a
local legislator qualified to enact sover-
eign laws, or for a person accredited to
answer rollealls conducted by the United
States Senate and House of Representa-
tives.

PRACTICE OF DEMOCRACY

What does this incontrovertible fact
do to our preachments over the Voice of
America about democracy? Does it make
them valid to our friends in the rest of
the Free World or does it repudiate and
ridicule them? Answer this question for
yourselves.

I can remember being bivouacked on
the great river of the North, the majes-
tiec Yukon, in the neighboring Yukon
Territory of Canada. My companion
was a valiant and famous officer in the
Royal Canadian Mounted Police, the
late Col. Denny La Nauze.

He was a man of wisdom, eduecation,
and a sense of humor. He and I were
warm friends.

“Dicxk,” said he to me, “you Americans
are great chaps but you often give me a
merry chuckle. ¥You lecture to us of the
British Empire about self-government
and about freeing our colonies and about
self-determination of peoples. Your
lectures are very inspiring. Yet your
200,000 folks in Alaska don’t have self-
government. By contrast, our 15,000 or
20,000 folks in the Yukon have full voting
representation in our Parliament at Ot-
tawa and thus participate totally in the
selection of a Prime Minister and his
governing cabinet. What do you have to
say about that?”

I looked at my friend in the Royal
Mounted, with the last rays of the Arctic
sunlight glistening on the brass buttons
and badges of his spectacular uniform;
and—although my acquaintances may
find this diffieult to believe—I had very
little to say in rebuttal or reply. After
all, what could I say?

A CONTRACT WITH CANADA

Canada, which is part of the British
Empire, gives full participation in its
Dominion Government to the people of
the Yukon and the Northwest Territories,
who are Alaska’s neighbors along the
roof of the hemisphere. But we have ac=
corded no comparable privilege to Alas-
ka, so far as our own Federal Govern=-
ment is concerned. What do we have fo
say for ourselves, in the face of world
opinion, when we boast of our vaunted
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democracy? If Alaska is denied state-
hood on the rolicall soon to occur in this
Senate Chamber, what will the next
broadcast on the Voice of America re-
port in extenuation? Will any alibi be
believed? Could our finest fiction writers
frame a defense which would be given
credence?

As we sit here today, Mr. President,
the Northwest Territories are repre-
sented in the Canadian Parliament by
Hon. M. A. Hardie, of the Liberal Party.
The Yukon Territory is represented in
the Canadian Parliament by Hon. Erik
Neilsen, of the Conservative Party. Mr.
Neilsen comes from frontier Whitehorse,
where I once served in the American
Army during construction of the great
Alcan Highway. It lies at the headwaters
of the Yukon River., Mr. Hardie comes
from the remote gold-mining commu-
nity of Yellowknife, on Great Slave Lake.

The Yukon Territory has 12,190 in-
habitants and the Northwest Territories
have 19,313 inhabitants, according to the
latest Canadian census. Both Mr. Har-
die and Mr. Neilsen are full voting mem-
bers of the Canadian Parliament. They
have all the privileges, power, and au-
thority of members from the great cities
of Canada, such as Montreal, Toronto,
and Vancouver.

But Delegate E. L. “Bop” BARTLETT, who
represents the 200,000 residents of the
Territory of Alaska, has no vote in our
House of Representatives. He cannot
vote in committee; he cannot vote on the
floor.

What does this do to our professions
of democracy? Some 31,000 people in
the Canadian north country have fwo
full voting members of Parliament in
Canada’s Parliament, at Ottawa. But
some 200,000 people in the American
north country—the neighbors, if you
please, of these Canadians—have no
voting Member at all in either the Sen-
ate or the House of Representatives, at
Washington, D. C. This condition exists
in our practice of democracy, although
the British Empire often gets scolded by
us for not being sufficiently generous in
granting self-government and self-deter=-
mination.

It was Emerson who said:

What you are stands over you the while,
and thunders so that I cannot hear what you
say to the contrary.

ALASKA, AND SOVIET DENIAL OF FREEDOM

Furthermore, Mr. President, Alaska is
our nearest terrain to the tyranny which
imperils the Free World. The latter is,
of course, the Soviet Union. On a clear
day at Bering Strait, the shores of Si-
beria loom menacingly across the water.
Would it not be doubly dramatic, as a
blow for demoeracy, to grant, at last, full
membership in the Union to the land
under the American flag which lies in
closest proximity to the country where
the right of the individual to free choice
in government has hardly ever been
known, namely, Russia?

Article IIT of the treaty by which
Alaska was ceded to the United States
for $7,200,000 contains this provision:

The inhabitants of the ceded Territory,
according to their choice, reserving their

natural alleglance, may return to Russia
within 3 years; but if they should prefer to
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remain in the ceded Terrltory, they, with
the exception of uncivilized native tribes,
shall be admitted to the enjoyment of all
the rights, advantages, and immunities of
citizens of the United States, and shall be
maintained and protected in the free enjoy-
ment of their liberty, subject to such laws
and regulations as the United States may,
from time to time, adopt in regard to aborig-
inal tribes of that country.

Let me repeat that promise, “to the
enjoyment of all the rights, advantages,
and immunities of citizens of the United
States.”

Yet, Mr. President, no Alaskan resi-
dent has ever voted for President of the
United States or for any other fully
sovereign public official, Has the prom-
ise been kept? Alas, it has been sun-
dered.

I have talked before on statehood for
Alaska, and that is why my remarks to-
day are to be comparatively brief. I
would not want to conclude them, how-
ever, without paying tribute to the dili-
gence and statesmanship of the senior
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
who, as chairman of the Senate Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, has
been so0 cooperative and helpful in bring-
ing this issue to the Senate floor. If we
add a 49th star to our flag this week,
Senator James E, Murray well can claim
that this is a permanent and enduring
monument to his distinguished career in
the United States Senate. He and the
junior Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson], the chairman of our Terri-
tories Subcommittee, are thoroughly de-
serving of credit and praise for the
advanced stage of the statehood effort.

Mr. President, I also wish to express
my great admiration for the work done
by the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURCH]. Both during much of the de-
bate today in the Senate on the Alaskan
statehood bill, and also during much of
the debate on previous days, the junior
Senator from Idaho has been the acting
majority leader. I think that honor is
fully deserved by him, because his
speech of some weeks ago on the state-
hood issue was, without exception, so
far as I am concerned, the most thor-
ough, exhaustive, and effective presen-
tation I have ever heard of the case to
bring Alaska into the Union.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Oregon yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Oregon yield to the
Senator from Idaho?

Mr. NEUBERGER.
yield.

Mr. CHURCH. I wish to express my
personal appreciation to the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, who rep-
resents, in part, my neighbor State, for
his kind words.

I wish to congratulate him on the
speech he is making, a succinct speech
which might well be summed up by
quoting the familiar motto, “Let us prac-
tice what we preach.”

Mr. President, it seems to me that
there will not be another time during
this session, and perhaps there will not
be a time in many, many years to come,
when the Senate will have a comparable
opportunity to act in accordance with

I am happy to
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the motto, “Let us practice what we
preach.”

Yet, Mr. President, if Senators still
believe in the prineciple of government
by consent of the governed and in the
principle of no taxation without repre-
sentation — fundamental prineiples
which lit the fires of the American
Revolution—then it seems to me that
the only possible course for us to follow
is to grant to our fellow citizens in Alas-
ka the rights which the people of the
States of the United States have his-
torically claimed for themselves.

So, Mr. President, I wish to commend
the distinguished junior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. NeusercEr]l for having
focused attention upon this fundamental
of all fundamentals in connection with
the statehood issue which is before us.

With his permission I should like to
read into the Recorp a statement made
by the editor of the Fairbanks Daily
News-Miner, who testified before the
committee during the House hearings
on statehood legislation. I think it is
appropriate to have his statement
printed at this point in the REcorp, be-
cause it is so easy for us to become
smug about the rights our forefathers
fought and died for when the Minute
Men went forth to face the troops of
George III. We have had those rights
for many years. It was in 1912 that the
last of the present States was admitted
to the Union. How easy it is to become
jaded, smug, and self-contented.

But what a different perspective the
people of Alaska have. That is why I
wish to read into the Recorp the state-
ment made by Mr. C. W. Snedden, the
publisher of the Fairbanks Daily News-
Miner, at the House hearings on this
statehood bill.

Mr. Snedden said:

It should be evident to you why American
citizens want the full rights of citizenship.
But I believe that some of you are spoiled
in the sense that, like the child of a fortu-
nate family, you have forgotten what it is
like to be in want.

Have you ever heard the expression that
“he might grow up to be President some-
day"? That is the fond hope of many par-
ents when they look at their child,

But have you ever considered how this
applies to a Territory where a father’s fond-
est hope is that his child will grow up with
:;ihe :ight- Just to vote for our President some-

ay?

Mr. President, those are the rights we
have been denying our feilow citizen in
Alaska.

We cannot stand before the world and
assert our moral leadership among the
countries of the Western World if we
deny to our very own what the people
of the present 48 States have long and
historically claimed for themselves.

So I congratulate the Senator from
Oregon for having pointed to what
seems to me to be the heart of the
issue—principles so basic that the whole
institution of our democracy rests
squarely upon them.

I thank the Senator, for his in-
dulgence.

Mr, NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from Idaho. I am particularly
grateful he included in the Recorp the
statement by Bill Snedden. I know Bill
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Snedden personally. He is an able edi-
tor. He is a courageous editor. He is
a vigorous spokesman for democracy in
the north country.

I again want to say I think it is so ap-
propriate that the Senator from Idaho
has taken the leadership which he has
on the question of statehood for Alaska.
The States of the Pacific Northwest have
much in common with Alaska. In my
opinion, every argument that has been
voiced against the admission of Alaska
could have been voiced, with whatever
cogency it has been voiced, against the
admission of Idaho, Oregon, Washing-
ton, Montana, and the other great States
of the Pacific Northwest, which were
very much on the frontier and very
much remote outposts of civilization at
the time they gained their place in the
Union.

I think I have spent as much time in
Alaska as has any Member of the
Senate, although I hope there soon will
be two Members of the Senate who will
be bona fide residents of Alaska, and
who will put to shame the amount of
time which I spent in Alaska.

In my opinion, the people of Alaska
qualify for statehood. They qualify for
statehood from the standpoint of citi-
zenship, patriotism, education, eulture,
dignity, and their desire and burning
ambition to become full-fledged Ameri-
can citizens. 'To me, that is the para-
mount and overwhelming issue,

Of course, one can present legal tech-
nicalities. One can offer legal techni-
calities against any bill or proposal pre-
sented by human beings. In my opin-
ion, the basic question is that of democ-
racy for the people of Alaska who will
become full-fledged American citizens.

I share with the able Senator from
Idaho, and the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. KerFauver], who is soon to
address us on this vital guestion, the be-
lief that the people of Alaska are ready
for full citizenship.

I listened to an able address yesterday
in which it was pointed out that 200,000
residents in Alaska would be able very
soon to match the votes in the United
States Senate of the 314 million to 4 mil-
lion residents of Virginia. Of course,
that is true, because, I trust, Alaska is
going to be admitted as a State. But I
point out that today the 3 million or 4
million residents of Virginia, under our
present form of government, can match
the 2 Senate voles of New York, with
18 million residents, or the 2 Senate
votes of California, with 14 or 15 million
residents, So if anyone is going to in-
dict Alaska because 200,000 residents will
have 2 Members in the Senate, then that
is an indictment of the present ratio of
Senators among the 48 States; and the
situation of admitting Alaska would not
drastically change it.

I want to thank the Senator from
Idaho for his pertinent comments, as in-
deed are all his comments on this ques-
tion pertinent.

In conclusion, Mr. President, one of
the most compelling arguments I have
read in behalf of statehood is a letter
which has eome to my desk from C. Gi-
rard Davidson, the able ex-Assistant
Secretary of the Interior during the Tru-
man administration, and presently a
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lawyer and business executive with sub-
stantial commerecial and industrial inter-
ests and investments in Alaska. All of
us are concerned with Alaska’s economic
success. Mr. Davidson has cogently em=~
phasized in this letter the importance of
statehood to a thriving Alaskan econo-
my. For example, he cites the gains to
be attained inevitably in transportation
if and when full membership in the
Union becomes a reality. He also stress-
es the urgent need for a system of courts
of original jurisdiction in Alaska, and
this, too, will be a concomitance of state-
hood.

To anyone who doubts the significance
of statehood to Alaskan wealth and
prosperity, I commend a reading of ex-
Secretary C. Girard Davidson’s thought-
ful letter. For that purpose, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it
appear in the CoNGrESsSIONAL REcorD at
the conclusion of my remarks. Mr. Da-
vidson has written to me as secretary of
the Pacific Northern Timber Co., which
plans an integrated pulp and lumber op-
eration in the vast forests of southeast-
ern Alaska.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Pacrric NoRTHERN TiMBER Co.,
Portiand, Oreg., June 10, 1958,
Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTOR: As one who has business
interests in Alaska, I encourage and support
you in your able and consistent effort to gain
statehood for this Territory. This is but
long overdue justice warranted the people of
the Territory.

The granting of statehood will go far to-
ward removing from the record the shabby
history of our Nation’s 91-year neglected
promise to provide the people of Alaska
rights equal to those of all other American
citizens. The granting of statehood will lie
to rest the assertion that America does not
practice what she preaches; that we pro-
claim self-government and democracy for
others but that we deny self-government to
the people of our own Territories.

Statehood will provide tremendous impetus
to the economic life of both the Territory
and the Unilted States. Much has been re-
ported of the vast wealth of the Territory
represented by its mineral, timber, and
natural resources. The fact that Alaska has
pald for itself nearly 500 times is important,
but more impressive is the untold wealth yet
remaining in this undeveloped land. Even
those who for selfish political reasons oppose
statehood concede that there are tremendous
development opportunities offered by this
our last frontier.

What will statehood do to asslst the de-
velopment and expand the opportunities to
business and Industry? How will statehood
help business? What will be done through
granting statehood that Is not now being
done to encourage and promote industry in
Alaska?

First, statehood will materially assist the
Territory in its age-old and most important
transportation problem. Because it is re-
moved from connection with the transconti-
nental railroads of the continental United
States, the Territory is overwhelmingly de-
pendent upon water and air carriers, and the
cost of transportation adds directly to the
cost of living, In the Territory, even more
than elsewhere, the establishment of reason-
able transportation rates is imperative to
sound business conduct. Transportation
rates have not been reasonable for two rea-
sons: (1) lack of regulatory control, and
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(2) the Jones Act governing water ship-
ments.

Presently, throughout the Territory, tariff
structures formulated by organized trans-
portation companies are constantly jeop=-
ardized by industrials participating in irre-
sponsible wildeat trucking and transporta-
tion undertakings. These one-season op=
erators all too often undercut well developed,
established prices, garner vitally needed
trade from permanent operators, and, be-
cause they are marginal operators, frequent-
ly Inexperienced in the conduct of business
in the Territory, they soon go bankrupt
leaving a burden of uncollectible bills to the
merchants and a loss of business to legitimate
transportation companies.

In addition, the Government-owned Alaska
Railroad is a victim of politics. This rall-
road alters tariffs and rates at a moment's
notlice, subjecting competitive trucking and
barging transportation to Government-sub-
sidized undercutting. The combination of
wildcatters and the subsidized rallroad
causes untold confusion in the transporta-
tion industry.

Establishing falr transportation rates 1is
possible only through a properly organized
regulatory body. With statehood, the Inter-
state Commerce Commission will provide
this regulatory service and the new State of
Alaska will enjoy a position of stability in its
transportation life. Business will benefit by
being able to properly determine present and
future transportation costs.

Second, adding to the turbulent trans-
portation picture is the ill-conceived Jones
Act of 1920, The purpose of the Jones Act
was to assist the shipbuilding and allied in-
dustries. However, it diseriminated against
the Territory by prohibiting the shipment
to Alaska of any goods or products aboard
Toreign ships, specifically Canadian vessels,
and authorized only United States bottoms
to take on shipment destined for Alaska.
This was naturally a boom to Seattle but it
tripled the cost to the citizens of Alaska,
The enactment of the Jones Act resulted In
the complete elimination of competition. It
caused hardship and discrimination agalnst
the resldents of the Territory in the ship-
ment of merchandise, food products and
other commodities necessary and essential to
the existence, progress, and development of

+ the people of the Territory.

‘With statehood, the Jones Act will be re-
moved, allowing a competitive condition to
exist, and thus bringing about the lowering
of transportation costs.

Alr transportation, too, is restricted. The
Scandinavian Airline Service, flying from
Copenhagen to Tokyo, stops at Anchorage,
but Alaskans are forbidden to embark or de-
bark; they must fly 3,000 miles to Los Angeles
to board an aircraft bound for the Scandi-
navian countries.

Third, business and Industry necessarlly
rely on the quick dispensation of justice
through the courts. Disputes in business
affairs are part and parcel of business opera-
tion. The injured parties look to the law for
protection and redress. In any of the 48
States local courts are established for the
quick handling of litigation. But in the
Territory of Alaska the people are prevented
from establishing their own judiciary; the
judicial system is completely controlled by
Congress, and presently is so overburdened
that judges are as far back as 3 years in
actual case trials. The third division pres-
ently has an impossible caseload of over
1,500 cases pending for each judge. Justice
delayed is justice denied, and justice denied
inevitably works to the benefit of the law-
less. This does not create a condition at-
tractive to business and industry. Onece
Alaska is a State she will establish her own
Judicial system, and the present antigquated
organization will be replaced. Business can
then be assured litigation will be handled in
& normal and prompt way.
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Fourth, adequate economical communica=
tlons are imperative to sound business opera-
tion. Presently, throughout the larger share
of the Territory, and between Alaska and the
continental United States, the Alaska Com-
munication Service—a branch of the United
States Army—provides the only telephone
and telegraph service. This is a splendid or-
ganization, with a proud and distinguished
history. But what of tomorrow? ACS is a
creature of our Federal Government and is
dependent upon varying approaches to the
Federal budget. Rates are subject to the
pressure of politics, the changing attitudes
of the executive department, and, of course,
bureaueratic action. Prior to rate changes
or even the termination of service, the cus-
tomer need not be consulted, even hearings
need not be held. In planning & business
venture, not only the cost of the service—
which is, of course, important—but even the
actual continuation of the service is fre-
quently unknown. With statehood, the
Federal Communications Commission would
have a powerful voice in these affairs, and
the new State could, and would, institute
regulations adequate to assure constant and
reasonable service.

Fifth, business best flourishes when the
community in which it is located prospers.
Communities, in order to thrive and develop,
must control their land and resources. To=
day, Alaska controls less than 1 percent of its
own land, and so long as this deplorable
situation exists the Territory can never de-
velop. Just as the Territory remains re-
strained from its potential growth, so are the
industries located within it stifled from full
development. It is indeed amaszing that,
though Alaska has no control or ownership
over 99 percent of its taxable or revenue-
producing land, the Territory has been able
to finance schools, construct and maintain
roads, and operate its government as well as
it has. With the passage of H. R. 7999,
Alaska will gain possession of about 50 per-
cent of its own land; the agencies governing
it will be located In Alaska; development can
be locally planned. This condition will tre-
mendously benefit the new State.

The added revenues from the newly ac-
quired properties will go far toward under-
writing the costs of the public projects re-
quired to create decent living conditions for
the growing population—a most important
requirement of industry and business. ‘

Sixth, continuity is imperative to sound
business. Long-term financing must be
premised on long-range planning. Business
always contemplates the possibility of shifts
and changes—but not changes in the basic
form of government. Under present circums-
stances business must hazard a year-by-year
operation—never being certain whether the
next year will see the continuation of Terri-
torial government or introduce State govern-
ment. This does not meet the requirements
of good business conduct.

Furthermore, the larger lending institu-
tlons do not understand Territorial govern=
ment and are therefore reluctant to enter an
area governed—or ungoverned—in this pe-
cullar manner. They are unwilling to as-
sume the heavy expense of conducting their
business subject to constant reviews from
Washington, D. C. As a consequence, there
is limited investment capital, which, in turn,
results in a distressingly high cost of money.

With statehood, an end will be brought to
the unknown conditions of Territorial gov-
ernment, and business and industry will be
able and anxious to open the new markets
and develop the new State.

Bincerely yours,
C. Gmarp Davinson,
Secretary.
Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee.
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Mr. EEFAUVER. I should like briefly
to state my views in support of the ad-
mission of Alaska to our Union as its
49th State. This is an opportunity to
reaffirm our principles; now is the time
to act on them.

I have had the pleasure of serving
either in the House of Representatives
or in the Senate since 1939, and I have
always supported vigorously resolutions
and bills for the admission of Alaska as
a State into the Union. With each term
of Congress, I have been more strongly
convinced than I was before that it is
our duty and our obligation, and that
it would be a good thing for the United
States, to take this action.

During the time I have had an op-
portunity of serving in Congress, I have
served with two delegates from Alaska.
One of the impressive facts about the
effort for statehood which should con-
vince us that the new State would take
its full share of the responsibilities of a
State of the Union is the type of repre-
sentation Alaska has sent to the House
of Representatives, and the delegates
who have been elected, under the Ten-
nessee plan, to be Senators and Repre-
sentatives from Alaska.

For many years Anthony Diamond
was a delegate from the Territory of
Alaska. Mr. Diamond was well edu-
cated and a highly qualified and capable
Delegate. He had a great understanding
not only of the problems of the Terri-
tory of Alaska, but those of the Nation
and of the world.

Since 1945 E. L. BarTLETT has been
the Delegate from Alaska, and he is Del-
egate at the present time. Mr. BARTLETT
is highly respected as a person, and his
public service is appreciated by all
Members of Congress, whether in the
House or in the Senate.

The men I have mentioned are typi-
cal of the type of Senators and Repre-
sentatives we can expect to come from
the new State of Alaska.

The Senators-elect from Alaska are
Ernest Gruening, who, as we all know,
has served as Governor of Alaska, and
who is a very capable person, and Wil-
liam E. Egan, who was a member of the
legislature, a participant and member
of the Alaska Constitutional Conven-
tion, and a man of fine ability.

The Representative-elect is Ralph J.
Rivers, who was the attorney general
of Alaska, and a member of the consti-
tutional convention.

Then, too, I have known many mem-=-
bers of the Legislature of the Territory
of Alaska. I have known many of the
officials of some of the cities of Alaska.
I have known officers of the Territorial
government of Alaska. They are men
and women of ability. They have per-
formed their governmental duties well.
They are dedicated to our democratic
system. They have provided honest
government. They have given thought-
ful consideration fo the issues coming
-before the Legislative Assembly of the
Territory of Alaska.

So we know Alaska will send out-
standing representatives to the Con-
gress, both as Members of the House
and of the Senate. These representa-
tives will take their jobs seriously and
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perform well their legislative and exec-
utive duties for the new State.

To me, Mr. President, this is an op-
portunity to reaffirm our prineciples.
Now is the time to act.

As outlined in the reports of both the
House and Senate, the traditional re-
quirements for statehood throughout our
history have been as follows:

First. That the inhabitants of the
proposed new State are imbued with and
are sympathetic toward the principles of
democracy as exemplified in the Ameri-
can form of government;

Second. That a majority of the elec-
torate desire statehood; and

Third. That the proposed new State
has sufficient population and resources
to support State government and to pro-
vide its share of the cost of the Federal
Government.

Compelling evidence asserts Alaska’s
fulfillment of all of these requirements.
The committees are convinced, the
House of Representatives is convinced,
and the Nation is convinced that state-
hood for Alaska will promote the best
interests of both that Territory and the
Nation.

Alaska has been a part of this country
for 91 years. In the course of these
years, Seward’s Folly has become a
dynamic and promising land, constitut-
ing one of America's best investments
in the future. And the experiment of
statehood has never failed. Twenty-nine
States have been admitted to statehood
from a Territorial status, often in the
face of major obstacles and difficulties,
which, as with Alaska, often inecluded
repeated Congressional refusals to pass
enabling legislation.

This was the case in the admission of
my own State of Tennessee which es-
tablished g precedent in 1796—the Ten-
nessee plan. In that year, two Sena-
tors-elect from the Territory of Tennes-
see personally presented their petition
for the admittance of Tennessee into the
Union and they were successful, as were
the several other States which followed
this procedure.

The Tennessee plan originated with
my State. Tennessee is typical of the
generally progressive attitude of most
States of the Union in connection with
the question of Alaska statehood. I have
never seen such a unanimity of support
by the leading daily and weekly news-
papers on any particular issue as exists
in favor of statehood for Alaska, as ex-
pressed by the editorials from news-
papers of my State.

Yesterday, in the CoNGrESSIONAL REC-
orp, beginning at page 12028, I placed in
the Recorp a number of such editorials
from leading newspapers in Memphis,
Nashville, Chattanooga, Knoxville, and
quite a number of other cities, in favor
of statehood for Alaska.

A few days ago I read in Time maga-
zine that there is a legend in Tennessee
that in Nashville, our capital, the two
newspapers there seldom agree upon
anything. Those two newspapers are
the Nashville Tennessean and the Nash-
ville Banner. The story is to the effect
that the only thing they ever agreed
upon was the time of day. However,
the time came when they got into an
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argument as to whether Nashville should
be on eastern time or central time. One
newspaper took one side and the other
took the other side. So they had fallen
out even with respect to the time of day.

Both newspapers state their positions
well. It so happens that I usually agree
with the Nashville Tennessean, which I
think is one of the great newspapers of
the United States. It is a liberal, pro-
gressive newspaper.

However, in the case of Alaska state-
hood, unlike the issue of the time of day
or other issues upon which the two news-
papers disagreed, both newspapers in the
State capital are strongly in favor of
statehood for Alaska, and have editorial-
ized on the subject very frequently.

Today my attention was called to a
thoughtful editorial in another Tennes-
see newspaper, the Clarksville Leaf-
Chronicle of June 17, which points out
all the reasons for granting statehood,
and answers an argument which we fre-
quently hear, to the effect that the trou-
ble with Alaska is that it is not con-
tiguous to the other States of the Union.
This editorial points out that when Cali-
fornia was admitted into the Union in
1850, it lay 650 miles from the nearest
other State, which was Texas. There
was no State between the two.

In this case, we know that Alsaka ean
be reached by air or by sea, and that be-
tween Alaska and the States of the
Union there is a friendly bond and the
best of relations, which will always con~
tinue.

In 1955 a proposed State constitution
was drafted by an Alaskan convention,
and subsequently approved by a better
than 2 to 1 majority of the Alaskan elec-
torate. At the same election in April
1956, the voters of Alaska also chose 2
oufstanding men for Senators and 1
representative-elect to petition for rec-
ognition, as did the 2 men from Ten-
nessee in 1796. Mr. President, I urge
this body to likewise heed their pleas
for the admission of their Territory.

History has proved beyond a reason-
able doubt that statehood will be bene-
ficial to Alaska. In every case, local re-
sponsibility has stimulated progress, and
the Nafion also stands to reap benefits
from Alaska’s growth. The legal and
moral grounds for Alaska’s admission
are clear., And we have received ample
evidence that statehood would be sound
for many practical reasons as well.
Statehood would give support to Ameri-
can foreign policy, and strengthen the
position of the United States in world
affairs, giving greater strength to our
overall defense. Statehood would give
new stimulus to enterprise and private
capital to make Alaska a strong segment
of America’s future economy. The re-
sources of that Territory, still largely la-
tent, should be developed more rapidly
with statehood, promoting not only the
welfare and growth of the Territory, but
also strengthening the security of the
Nation. Statehood will grant to the peo=
ple of Alaska the right to send repre-
sentatives to Congress, in accordance
with our traditional ideas of local self-
government. Alaska pays all Federal
taxes, obeys all Federal laws, sends its
citizens to defend the Nation, and it de-
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serves to vote in the Federal Government
which makes its laws. Alaska needs
statehood, and the Nation will benefit
from her admission. I think it would
create a new interest and a new enthu=
siasm in the United States to have this
large and promising frontier to develop.

By the terms of the treaty by which
Alaska was acquired, we pledged its in-
habitants the rights, advantages, and
immunities of citizens of the United
States. Statehood is the only logical ful-
fillment of that pledge. The statehood
principle has been the basis for the
building of our Nation, and by reaffirm-
ing it now, we shall not only strengthen
our country, but also affirm to the peo-
ple of Alaska, and indeed the world, that
we have not forgotten our fraditions—
that the extension of liberty is still our
goal.

In our party platforms we have
pledged ourselves to grant statehood to
Alaska, and the American people have
registered their overwhelming approval
of it. I think the party platforms of
our political parties deserve to be im-
plemented by the enthusiastic support of
the pending bill.

More information has been assembled
regarding Alaska than in the case of any
Territory which has been admitted to
the Union. The study of every facet
of the effect of Alaska’s statehood must
lead one to conclude that this Territory
is ready, willing, and able to support
statehood. In the interest of the peo-
ple of both Alaska and the Nation as
a whole, I urge that this bill be passed.
Alaska has proved its right to join the
Union. Its inhabitants have met every
reasonable test, and we cannot continue
to deny them the rights of full citizen-
ship. We must keep faith with them,
and in so doing we shall dramatically
provide the world with an illustration
that the dynamics of true democracy in
America have present and practical
meaning,

Mr. President, I have had the oppor-
tunity of visiting Alaska, although not
so frequently as the Senator from Idaho
[Mr. Caurcr], who has done such out-
standing work in advocacy of the bill on
the floor of the Senate, or the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER], who pre-
ceded me in speaking on the floor today.
However, I did spend some time in
Alaska a number of years ago. I did not
visit all parts of Alaska, because that
would take a considerable length of time.
I was impressed with the eagerness and
the fresh outlook of the people, and the
stability of the citizens there. I was
most impressed, as has been everyone
who has visited Alaska, with the una-
nimity of the burning desire of the peo-
ple of Alaska to play their full part in
the progress and future greatness of our
American Republic.

Mr. President, statehood for Alaska
will be good for the Senate. It will be
good for the United States. It will be
good for the Free World.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point the editorial from the Clarks-
ville Leaf-Chronicle, to which I referred

earlier in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the ediforial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ForTY-NINER

- Pirst In over 45 years would be the ad-
mission of Alaska as a State of the Union,
for which the Senate seems likely to vote,
and soon, The House voted for it on May 26
by 208 to 166, with certain conditions to be
accepted by a referendum in November. So
it will be 1959, probably, before Alaska actu-
ally comes in,

This would be 47 years since New Mexlco
and Arizona became the 47th and 48th
States, respectively, away back in 1912. It
would be by far the longest time between
admissions. The longest previous interval
was 15 years, between Missouri (24th State)
in 1821 and Arkansas (25th) in 1886.

This would not be the first time a State
was admitted without being contiguous to
another State. When California got state-
hood in 1850, for instance, it lay 650 miles
from the nearest other State, Texas. But
the area that stretched in between belonged
to the United States—this would be the first
time a State was admitted without touching
on other United States territory.

The estimated (1957) civillan population
of Alaska 1s 165,000. Beven of the 17 States
admitted in the last 100 years had fewer
than 165,000 inhabitants at the time, Of
course, the total population was much lower
then than now, but even on a proportionate
basis the population of Alaska today is about
the same as that of Wyoming when admitted
in 1800 and much higher than that of
Nevada when admitted in 1864.

Mr. CHURCH. I should like fo take
this opportunity to commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee for
the very able address he has delivered to
the Senate on the issue of Alaskan state-
hood. He has demonstrated once again
the foresight and statesmanship which
have given him the reputation of being
one of the leading Members of the
Senate of the United States.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I thank the Sena-
tor from Idaho very much. There are
many reasons why I am in favor of
Statehood for Alaska, but one of the best
reasons for making a speech on the sub-
jeet in the Senate is to receive the com-
mendation of so fine a Senator as my
colleague.from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senafor.

SIX DAYS UNTIL JULY 1

Mr. EKEFAUVER, Mr. President,
every day since June 13, I have made a
brief statement on the floor of the Sen-
ate with regard to a possible substan-
tial increase in the price of steel on
July 1. Some time ago it was reported
that the United States Steel Corp. and
other steel companies planned to raise
the price of steel on July 1. There have
been some indications to the effect that
this might not happen; at least, that
the United States Steel Corp. may not
take the lead in that regard.

I hope that will be the case. Other
Senators have spoken on the subject. I
dare say that the greatest desire of the
American people at the present time is
to stop the rounds of inflation which are
taking their toll on the savings and in-
come of tens of millions of American
people, and which have caused unem-
ployment and will set us on a disastrous
course if they continue,
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There is a tremendous interest, not
only in Congress but also all over the
United States, in trying to hold the line
and to stop inflation. The one big thing
which will cause inflation to have
another great spurt, destructive of our
economy, is an increase in the price of
steel. Leaders of the steel industry and
leaders of labor recognize that fact.
Certainly this is a time for statesman-
ship and reasonableness on the part of
both sides.

Yesterday the Bureau of Labor Statis-
ties reported that the Consumer Price
Index had risen again in May to a new
alltime high. The index now stands at
a level of 123.6, which is some 3.5 per-
cent above the level of only 12 months
ago. In the 8 years since June 1950,
just before the outbreak of the Korean
conflict, the cost of living has risen no
less than 21 percent. Most of this in-
crease has, of course, occurred during the
years in which the present administra-
tion has been in office.

According to press accounts, admin-
istration spokesmen would have con-
sumers take comfort in the fact that this
latest increase was not due to higher
prices of foods. In past months the same
spokesmen have been discounting the
importance of price increases in adminis-
tered price industries on the grounds that
most of the increase in the cost of living
was due to higher food prices. In my
statement on the Senate floor on June 17
I described the way in which higher
prices for steel contribute to higher
food prices by raising the costs of farm-
ing, processing, distribution, transporta-
tion, retailing—in fact, everywhere
along the line between the farmer and
the housewife.

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MansFIELD in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Tennessee yield to the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to my col-
league from Pennsylvania, who has
pointed out on the floor of the Senate
that a real catastrophe would come to
the American people and to our economy
if there should be an increase in the

price of steel. I proudly yield to him.

Mr. CLARK. I thank my colleague
from Tennessee. I wonder if he will
agree with me that there is evidence in
our economy that we are about to see an
end to the constant monthly increases in
the cost of living, because the last few
months have indicated a tapering off of
the increase, and that if we do not have
another round of price increases, par-
ticularly in manufactured products, we
may be able to stabilize the price level
where it is now. My question is, whether
there would not be set off another in-
flationary force if the President should
be unable to persuade the steel manu-
facturers to refrain from an inerease
in the price of steel at the end of this
month.

Mr, EEFAUVER. The Senafor from
Pennsylvania is absolutely correct. I
thank him very much for bringing out
that point. Many of our leading econ-
omists and students of the subject feel—
and there is factual evidence to support
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their view—that, while there was a
slight increase in the cost of living in the
month of May, there is about to be a
leveling off, and we may be able to hold
the line; but, as matters stand now, if
there should be a $5 or $6 a ton increase
in the price of steel there would be set
off another spiral of inflation, which
would probably require some readjust-
ments all the way around.

It is felt that there would be nothing
more disastrous to our economy, or that
would set back the little progress we
have made in coming out of the reces-
sion, than another spiral of inflation.
It would mean more unemployment,
fewer sales, and fewer goods bought. It
would also mean greater hardship for
people with fixed incomes. The effect of
a price increase in steel on July 1 is too
horrible to contemplate.

Mr. CLARE. There are only 5 or 6
more days in which the President can
take the strong executive action which
the Senator from Tennessee and I be-
lieve would be most helpful in prevent-
ing such a real catastrophe from taking
place.

Mr. EEFAUVER. The Senator is cor=
rect. The power of persuasion of the
President is great. The power of public
opinion, if the President asks the lead-
ers of industry and labor to do some-
thing in the interest of the Nation, is
very substantial. There are only 6 days
left for the President to take strong and
affirmative leadership, as expressed by
the Senator from Pennsylvania, to get
the leaders of both sides together in
the greater interest of the country.
There are only 6 days left in which to
do that.

Now that overall food prices have for
a change remained stable, to what ar-
guments will the administration spokes-
men now turn in their efforts to exon-
erate the Nation’s basic industries as
contributors to higher living costs?

It appears that the May increase was
due principally to increased hospitaliza-
tion insurance premiums and the ending
of local gasoline price wars. It may be
anticipated that administration spokes-
men will point out, if they have not al-
ready done so, that neither of these
areas is itself an administered price in-
dustry. But let us examine the matter
more closely. Why have hospitalization
costs risen? They have gone up for one
reason, among others, because of the
increased cost of equipment, much of
which, as everyone who has visited a
hospital knows, is made of stainless steel.
It would be absurd, of course, to attrib-
ute all the rise in hospital equipment
costs to the increase in the price of steel;
it would be equally absurd, however, to
ignore it completely as a contributing
cost factor.

The cost of living in May also rose be-
cause of the higher prices for gasoline
‘which, according to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, stemmed from “termination
of price wars in several cities.” Gasoline
price wars generally stem from weak-
nesses in the petroleum price structure.
Following last year's price increase in
petroleum at the time of the Suez crisis,
the big oil companies have engaged in
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heroic and farflung measures to stabi-
lize the petroleum price structure at the
newer and higher level. Extraordinary
curtailments have been made in both do-
mestic production and in imports. It
should not come as a matter of surprise
that as a result of these measures con-
sumers are now having to pay higher
prices for gasoline.

In its issue of June 23, the Wall Street
Journal presented an interesting ex-
ample of how an increase in the price
of a basic product such as steel or pe-
troleum tends to pyramid before it
reaches the ultimate buyer. I quote an
example cited in the article:

A “tractor maker explains how last
vear’s 4 percent increase in the price of
steel affected one model in his line. Im-
mediately after the steel hike, prices of
stampings from a supplier went up 4
percent, too. Forging shops raised
prices. Machine shops passed along the
increase. Components such as wheels,
hydraulic systems, and axles arrived
with higher price tags. Where costs of
that tractor totaled $1,800 on July 1,
several months later they were $1,875.”

If to this there is added the customary
23 percent markup for farm machinery
dealers, the total increase would have
been from $2,338 to $2,435. In short,
as a result of the chain of increases set
off by a $6 a ton increase in the price of
steel, the farmer would be paying $97
more for the same tractor in 1958 than
in 1957.

In this article, the Wall Street Journal
notes the argument made by United
States Steel Corporation that higher
prices of steel have a negligible effect on
the prices paid by ultimate buyers. On
the basis of a survey of metal-using firms
which it had conduected, the Journal con-
cludes that few steel users agree with
the inconsequential effects of price rises
for the metal, however.

Mr. President, if President Eisenhower
is to act in order to prevent a steel price
increase from taking place on July 1,
there remain only 6 more days. Actually,
there are some signs, as the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL] pointed out
last week, that the steel companies may
have changed their thinking in recent
days and may not actually go through
at this time with the increase which had
been accepted as a foregone conclusion
as recently as a week ago in the trade
and financial press. I note that the
Journal of Commerce for today, June 25,
contains an interesting story to this ef=
fect. According to the story, one impor-
tant reason for the delay in raising prices
is that it will also put the industry
critics in Congress on the defensive,
temporarily at least. I do not guite un-
derstand how a decision by the industry
to follow a course of action which many
of us have been urging upon it every day
since June 13 would put me on the de-
fensive. But if the steel industry were
to serve the public interest by holding
off its price increase, I would be glad to
be considered in any conceivable posi-
tion, defensive or otherwise.

If the steel companies will hold the
price line I am sure that many of us who
have been talking about the matter will
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not only be willing to go on the defensive,
but also to pay high tribute to the com~
panies and to their managements for
their cooperation in averting another
disastrous round of inflation.

Mr. President, it is difficult to under-
stand what may be taking place at this
point in the steel industry. There may
be some indications that at this time the
United States Steel Corp. does not want
to be the leader in what will be done.
Customarily, when United States Steel
raises its prices, it takes the lead, and
others follow suit. Most of the corre-
spondence I have had and most of the
correspondence others have had has been
directed at the leader, the United States
Steel Corp., in the hope that it would
take the leadership in holding down the
steel prices.

If United States Steel will not raise its
prices, but will hold the present ones, it
will deserve a great deal of credit, as will
the chairman of its board, Mr. Roger
Blough. If United States Steel will hold
its prices and will hold the line, and if
Bethlehem Steel will hold its prices, then
if some of the other steel companies raise
their prices, even temporarily, perhaps
they will soon have to lower them again,

But, on the other hand, if United
States Steel and other steel companies
want to raise their prices, but are merely
trying to get someone else to take the
lead, then their action is just as bad as
if they had taken the lead themselves.

Mr, President, the arguments in regard
to trying to prevent ruinous inflation and
to protect the country and protect the
consumers, which we have been making
to United States Steel, apply equally well
to all the other steel companies. I hope
they will act in the public interest.

We know that the President wants to
stop the existing inflation. I hope he
will exert his great influence in that di=
rection, just as the influence of other
Presidents has been exerted in years past,
even before the existence of the Office of
Price Administration.

But, Mr. President, the time in which
to do something about this matter is rap-
idly running out; only 6 days remain be-
fore July 1.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

PROPOSED FEDERAL ETHICAL
STANDARDS LEGISLATION

During the delivery of Mr. Kerauver's
remarks:

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I am happy to
yvield to my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. CLARK, I thank my friend from
Tennessee for his courtesy.

Mr. President, this morning the Wash-
ington Post and Times Herald published
on its editorial page an editorial entitled
“Mote and Beam” which deals with a
speech made yesterday on the floor of
the Senate by the distinguished junior
Senator from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER].
I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECoRD,
as follows:

Mote AND BEAM

There is at least one dividend from the
Bherman Adams affair. It 1s causing a great
deal of soul searching on the part of other
officials and legislators in regard to the ac-
ceptance of gifts and the doing of favors.
Senator NEUBERGER has recently delivered
two speeches in the Senate in an effort to
stir the consciences of legislators who accept
large campaign contributions and then feel
obligated to the donors when legislation in
which they are interested comes up for
enactment., Senator Case has renewed his
suggestion of a Congressional pool that
would recelve and distribute gifts made to
Members of Congress.

The fact is that gift taking is an estab-
lished custom In our political system. Bome
of these gifts can be disregarded because
they are of little intrinsic wvalue. But an
enormous number are of sufficient value to
sway the judgment of ordinary men., Sen-
ator NEUBERGER asks: “Is Sherman Adams
any more indebted to Mr. Goldfine for gifts
than a man who sits in the Senate or in a
governor’s chair is indebted to those who
collected $100,000 from big business or from
trade-union political-education funds to pay
for his campaign expenses? Is Sherman
Adams, with his $2,400 rug and $700 vicuna
cloth coat more obligated to render un-
ethical favors than is a Member of Congress
who is dependent every few years on 20
times that amount from bankers, natural-
gas and private-utility owners, and distillery
executives to finance his billboards and radio
and TV shows? What is the difference be-
tween one gift and another?”

Senator NEUBERGER had previously renewed
his plea for what he calls a Federal Ethical
Standards Act. He has introduced a bill of
this sort designed to extend to legislators
the conflict-of-interest laws which now ap-
ply only to executive officlals. Certainly
there is much merit in his contention that
the legislator who accepts a fat fee for mak-
ing a speech may be just as vulnerable to
favoritism in his official actions as are gift-
taking executives.

These observations do mnot diminish the
serlousness of Mr, Adams' error of judgment
in accepting gifts from a friend and asking
favors for him from an independent Gov-
ernment agency. But they do help to place
the general problem in its proper perspec-
tive. The Neuberger proposals to extend the
conflict-of-interest laws to Congressmen and
to publicize their sources of outside income
will be about as popular on Capitol Hill as
frost in July. But Congress cannot reason-
ably hold to a double standard. The healthy
interest it has aroused in the mote within
Sherman Adams’' eye is certain to provoke
a still larger interest in the beam in its
own eye.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the editorial and
the brief comments I am about to make
be printed in the ReEcorp at the conclu-
sion of the speech of the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHURCH in the chair). Isthere objection
to the request of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like to commend the editorial to the at-
tention of my colleagues and state my
own strong support of the position taken
by the junior Senator from Oregon with
respect to the desirability of having a
conflict-of-interest statute passed which
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would be binding upon Members of Con-
gress as well as members of the execu-
tive branch of the Government.

Furthermore, I support the efforts of
the junior Senator from Oregon to ob-
tain a more realistic law having to do
with campaign contributions. I regret
very much that other Members of this
body do not share our views, and that the
Senator from Oregon has been under
some criticism because of an alleged in-
consistency between his views and the
position that campaign contributions
are in a different category from gifts such
as Mr. Sherman Adams accepted and
such as I suspect many Members of both
bodies of Congress have from time to
time accepted without making a dis-
closure.

I am sure my friend from Oregon is
keenly aware of the difference between
campaign contributions and gifts. I do
not think the Senator from Oregon ever
fell into the error of assimilating those
two things as identical.

Mr. President, the editorial points up
a message which I hope our colleagues
will take to heart, so that the proposed
legislation sponsored by the junior Sen=-
ator from Oregon may become law in the
near future.

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania
for his very generous, characteristically
kind, and effective remarks.

Of course I know there is a distine-
tion between campaign contributions
and gifts. However, I firmly believe the
great American President, Theodore
Roosevelt, was right when he said, half
a century ago, that huge campaign con-
tributions and such donations in Ameri-
can politics did have a potentially sin-
ister impact, and that we should fry to
bring about legislation to eliminate
them. I stand by that statement.

I hope eventually—perhaps in the
long distant vistas of time the Senator
from Pennsylvania mentioned yester-
day—we shall accomplish that goal.

Mr. CLARK, I thank my friend from
Tennessee for his courtesy in yielding
to me.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Tennessee yield to me un-
der the same unanimous-consent re-
quest?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield to the Sena-
tor from New York.

Mr., JAVITS. I thank the Senator
from Tennessee.

I should like to say to the Senator from
Pennsylvania and the Senator from Ore-
gon that I made a proposal in a speech
Monday night in New York for the draft-
ing of a code of ethics both for legislators
and for Federal officials. The reason I
did so was that I had the honor to in-
augurate the administration of such a
code in the State of New York when I
first became attorney general.

I invite that to the attention of Sena-
tors because, after analyzing the bill of
the Senator from Oregon, I agree with
the Senator from Pennsylvania that it
poses for us a problem in the dimensions
it should have. I found the bill concen-
trated rather heavily upon the eriminal
provisions of the statutes. I think it may
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very well be that a contribution can be
made to all of our thinking through
some reference to the experience we have
had in New York with the code of ethiecs
since 1954. I mention that because I
hope very much I shall have the inter-
ested attention of the Senator from

‘Pennsylvania and the Senator from Ore~

gon, since the Senator from Oregon has
taken such an estimable lead in this
matter, when we come to thresh out ex-
actly what we ought to do.

Mr. NEUBERGER. I thank the Sen-
ator from New York. I know any such
constructive proposal the Senator from
New York has made will be of great as-
sistance in the effort to develop some
kind of code of conduct, behavior, and
ethics which will be of assistance at all

-levels of government.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

REGULATORY POLICIES—WISE
AND OTHERWISE

During the delivery of Mr, KEFAUVER'S
remarks,

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Tennessee may yield to me with the
understanding that he will not lose his
right to the floor and with the further
understanding that my remarks shall be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of the remarks of the Senator from Ten-
nessee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLARK in the chair). Is there objection
to the request of the Senator from Ala-
bama? The Chair hears none, and it is
50 ordered.

Mr. KEEFAUVER. I yield to my col-
league from Alabama, with that under-
standing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
causes of our precarious economic situ-
ation are, I fear, multiple. We are reap-
ing the fruits of mistakes of commission
and omission in many fields. Of partic-
ular concern at this time are those eco-
nomic areas where the Government has
played an important role in shaping our
economic course, where the regulatory
agencies have by their policies and deci-
sions—wise and otherwise—had a clear
impact on the economy.

In this regard I am particularly inter-
ested in the field of civil aviation. In
this field we can see clearly and pinpoint
certain basic factors and patterns which
may serve us well in studying other,
even broader areas of the economy. In-
volved also are the issues of small busi-
ness, of monopoly versus free competi-
tive enterprise, of public inferest in a
quasi-utility field and the role of the
regulatory body. Finally, certain recent
indications within the regulatory agency,
the Civil Aeronautics Board, prompt the
hope that there may be a growing aware-
ness by the Board of the need to reexam-
ine some of its doctrines of the past.

In 1951, as chairman of the Senate
Select Committee on Small Business, I
filed with the Senate the unanimous re=
port of that committee, pointing out the
need for a liberal policy in admitting
new competition to the passenger mar-
ket in aviation. This was the battle for
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*the right of entry” of the large irregu-
lar, or so-called nonscheduled air car-
riers opposed by the certificated subsi-
dized carriers supported by the CAB
majority. Our position was reiterated
and carried forward by the distin-
guished senior Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. Tayel, when he assumed chair-
manship of the committee in 1953.

As the evidence, the expert testimony,
and the economic data mounted before
our committee it became ever clearer
that competition was the oxygen of the
new air transport industry and that this
oxygen was being shut off by monopoly
practices fostered by both the major air
carriers and the CAB itself.

We were disturbed by the fact that
this infant industry, which had grown
40 times in dollar volume since the pas-
sage of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938,
had witnessed a contracting of the num-
ber of carriers authorized to serve the
{runk routes where the public demanded
air service. From 18 original grand-
father carriers in 1938 the number has
been reduced by mergers and consoli-
dations to 12, while gross business had
grown 4,000 percent in 12 years. Al-
though there had been over 100 appli-
cations for certification by the smaller
air carriers, not one had been granted.
What worried our committee as much as
the growing monopoly of the sky by a
few companies' was the apparent ap-
proval of and acquiescence in this situ-
ation by the CAB. We feared that
America might well be on its way to
having a single airline—on the Euro-
pean pattern, with the result ultimately
of a nationalized civil aviation industry.

As each of the new, veteran-owned
postwar independent carriers grew and
flourished in the new coach market
which they pioneered, it was systemati-
cally grounded by CAB edict. The
carriers were charged with violations of
special regulations devised, as our com-
mittee revealed, as a checkrein on their
existence. These economic regulations
were so ingenious that compliance was
economically infeasible, and deflance
legally impossible. Our committee re-
peatedly warned that this CAB policy of
strangulation by regulation would ulti-
mately have dire consequences. We felt
that the industry, the traveling public,
and the Government would ultimately
pay dearly for the restrictive policies
which had become CAB doctrine. The
courts could not go into the economic
doctrines, but merely the procedural
questions—and here they found the CAB
had used a clean knife.

When the oldest and strongest of the
large irregular carriers, Trans Ameri-
can Airlines, was grounded on June 6,
1957, after an extended battle with the
Board and in the courts—manifestly
guilty in the words of the CAB of flying
“too frequently and too regularly”—it
was not hard to calculate the chain re-
action which would ensue.

First, all competition and threat of
competition is eliminated. The sky was
closed to those carriers which had been
acting as the competitive spur; carriers
which operated without any subsidy or
mail pay and could provide an authentic
yardstick of costs were eliminated.
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Second, sealed off from competition,
the big airlines’ demand for a fare in-
crease was the classic next step. We are
now in this phase, with certain members
of the banking community, certain news-
papers, and the tireless public-relations
departments of the large airlines clamor-
ing for a fare increase.

Third, as fares go up, public utiliza~-
tion will go down. Newly won air pas-
sengers, attracted by genuine economy
of time and money, will revert to sur-
face transportation, and in many in-
stances there will be less travel. Thus
the air carriers will soon be faced with
a shrinking passenger market of their
own making at the very time when they
have bigger aircraft, more expensive
aircraft, and more aircraft than ever
before.

Fourth, the carriers, confronted by a
dizzy spiral of mounting deficits and
declining revenues, will turn to the
Treasury for subsidy, pleading, no
doubt, that their new plush jets are a
national defense asset. One major
carrier has already petitioned for sub-
sidy and there are preliminary murmurs
throughout the industry.

There, in four steps, we have the trail
from profit to subsidy. I submit, Mr.
President, that the civil aviation indus-
try is on its way to creating its own
manmade depression, quite apart from
and independent of the general eco-
nomie recession. The role of the CAB
may well be decisive in holding the in-
dustry to a sensible approach, and in
protecting the aviation companies from
their own doctrine of scarcity.

For this reason, Mr. President, those
of us who have long favored lower fares
as the means to a solvent private air
transportation industry regretted the
way the CAB majority recently acqui-
esced to the clamor of the air carriers
and approved an interim across-the-
board 6.6 percent fare increase for the
certificated airlines. One is constrained
to remark, judging by the mounting
frenzy and fury of the carriers while the
Board was deliberating its decision, that
the Board majority may have acted re-
luctantly and without total conviction
in this step. The pressure was terrific.

It is heartening and refreshing, there-
fore, to read the dissenting opinion of
CAB Member G. Joseph Minetti, which
has just been published. I have read
few more profound and perceptive anal-
yses of the airline fare situation. One
must hark back to the tenure of former
CAB Member Joseph P. Adams to recall
a CAB dissent which argues so cogently
for the public interest and the future of
air travel.

We have noted the barrage of words
from the certificated airline industry
attempting to prove the need for higher
fares. We are told that the jets will
cost money. Of course they will cost
money. But they will also make money,
and they should be financed through
normal corporate channels and not by a
levy on today’s passengers.

Why are airline profits down, aside
from the causes associated with the
current recession? The industry says
fares are too low. But few aside from
Mr. Minetti have questioned manage-
ment efficiency. There is no hint, aside
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from Mr. Minetti's dissent, that the big

airlines may have overexpanded, both

in equipment and scheduling, to the
point that their service is no longer ad-
justed to demand.

It is significant that although the
total traffic of domestic trunklines in-
creased 11 percent in 1957, the percent-
age of available ton-miles used—the
load factor—dropped three points, from
55.8 percent to 52.8 percent, The in-
dustry uses this as an argument for
higher fares. But is it? Why do so
many airplanes fly virtually empty? Is
it because fares are too low? The in-
dustry wants higher fares. Will they
fill the empty seats?

Historically, airline fares have been
trending downward, not upward. Low-
fare pioneering by the independent air-
lines helped bring this about. Aircoach
service, first opposed and then reluc-
tantly adopted by the big certificated
lines, brought an end to Federal subsidy
payments and brought air travel to mil-
lions of Americans. Today aircoach ac-
counts for 49 percent of all air travel.

The increase in coach fares is espe-
cially disturbing to Mr. Minetti, and to
me. Coach service is indeed “the goose
that laid the golden egg,” as Mr. Minetti
says it is. Seventy-five percent of all
adult Americans have never flown com-
mercially. On the threshold of a great
industry expansion into the jet age, are
higher fares the proper way to attract
these people to air travel?

Moreover, we must not overlook Mr.
Minetti’s warning that “the tendency to
price all categories of air transportation
out of reach of a significant segment of
the general public may signal a reversal
of the recent diversion from surface to
air travel and may contribute the first
step toward a return to Federal subsidy.”

At the present time the CAB’s general
passenger fare investigation is in prog-
ress. It should be stressed that the
CAB—a ratemaking body—has never
had a passenger fare investigation in its
history. It would seem prudent for the
Board to defer making any decisions to
further hike passenger fares, as the large
carriers would like them to do, until
such an investigation has been com-
pleted. I, for one, would strongly favor
giving the Board a most adequate ap-
propriation so that it can do justice to
its responsibility as a ratemaking body,
and acquit this function without delay.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Minetti’s historic dissent in the CAB
fare-increase decision be printed in the
Recorp as a part of my remarks, so that
Members of the Congress may be thor-
oughly familiar with this issue, for it is
obvious that the CAB will need strong
backing if it is to become as firm as Mr.
Minetti in defending the public interest,
and protecting the air carriers from
their own folly.

There being no objection, the opinion
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SEPARATE DissENT, OFINION AND ORDER NoO.
E-12203 v THE TWA INTERIM FARE IN-
CREASE CAsE, DOCKET No. 9288, DateEp FEB-
RUARY 25, 1958
Member Minetti dissenting:

I cannot join the majority in concluding
that, under the ratemaking standards of the
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act, & need for an Interim fare increase has
been established by the staff analysis and
other information available to the Board on
January 24, 1958 No changes in traffic and
cost conditions of sufficlent import have been
presented to the Board since our opinion and
denial of petitions for reconsideration in the
suspended passenger fare increase case?
(hereinafter “6 percent case’) to warrant any
divergent decision here. I am now, as then,
of the view that changes in the domestic
trunkline fare level must await decision in
the current general passenger fare investiga-
tion ® (herelnafter “docket 8008”), a proceed-
ing designed for that very purpose.

Even assuming that some interim fare in-
crease is required, the majority's action in
permitting an increase in coach fares, as
well as in first class fares, 1s especially re-
grettable, for that action threatens to kill
the goose that laid the golden egg; vis, low
priced air transportation. Coach service,
with its low fares, was introduced during
relatively depressed times and that service,
more than any other single factor, filled
empty seats, took the Industry off subsidy,
and made possible the good profits which
were realized during the past decade. Coach
customers, obviously sensitive to cost, were
originally lured from surface transportation
by coach's combination of speed and low
fares. I am now fearful that the present fare
increase, aided by the current recession, may
well cause coach customers, in ever increas-
ing numbers, to desert the air and to revert
to their former travel habits.

Even more alarming than the possibility
of alienating today’s coach customers is the
effect of this fare increase on the staggering
percentage of adult Americans, approxi-
mately 75 percent, who have never flown
commercially4 On the eve of tremendous
capacity expansion, air transportation fares
must appeal to this segment of our popula=
tion if the aviation industry is to continue
in sound economic health. The coach fare
increase granted by the majority, will fur-
ther separate air transportation from many
of these potential customers, to whom price
is a major determinant in selecting a mode
of travel® In my opinion, this is a short-
sighted way of promoting aviation. At a
time when this industry needs many more
passengers, and at a time when an economic
recession has hit this country, the extraction
of more dollars from today's air travelers will
have a dangerously retarding effect on the
growth of air transportation.

Perhaps, this risk must be taken. If that
be s0, it should only be taken after a careful
analysis and a full realization of all possible
consequences. Whatever may be our decision
in docket 8008, it must be one reached only
after a thotough examination of all factors
and all possible consequences of fare adjust=-
ments. The long or short range need for
additional revenues, the need for additional
passengers, the retarding effects which a fare
Increase may have on traffic growth, all of
these must be carefully weighted before a
fare increase is granted. We do no service

1 See majority opinion and order, note 3.

#Order No. E-11812, Sept. 25, 1957; recon=
slderation denied, Order No. E-12092, Jan. 8,
1958,

2 Docket No. 8008.

4The Place of Air Travel in the Travel
Market, John B. Lansing, selected findings
of 19556 National Travel Market, reported to
the Travel Research Assoclation, November
1956; Survey Research Center, University of
Michigan; table 2 of the same source reveals
that only 30 percent of adult Americans have
never taken a rail trip.

EThe average American family income in
1955 was $4,421. In contrast, the average
family income of adult commercial air
travelers in the same year was $10,000; The
f;g;.e 50:( Alr Travel in the Travel Market,

e 5.
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to the Industry or to the public to assume
the answer to any of these lssues for interim
purposes, as the majority has done here. The
answer must be found in docket 8008.

I have no idea at this time how these 1ssues
will be decided in docket 8008. It may well
be, as Member Gurney has indicated in his
dissenting opinion, that a greater fare Iin-
crease is required; for docket 8008 may re-
veal that the Industry’s financial need is so
great that trafiic retarding effects of a fare
increase must be risked. On the other hand,
it may well be determined that the future
expansion of air transportation lies in lower
fares. In this respect, we may find that while
the financial need is great, a fare increase
would be self-defeating, because of the
harmful effects it would have on existing and
potential traffic. Finally, we may conclude
that some other method of increasing profits
should be explored, such as the elimination
of excise taxes on air transportation.®

These are all possible end results of our
current fare investigation, none of which
can be, or has been, properly evaluated at
this time. Whatever our final judgment may
be, we must reach it in docket 8008. Because
I am unwilling to assume answers to the is-
sues before the Board, and because of my
analysis of the air transportation cost and
traffic conditions which have so heavily in-
fluenced the majority, I cannot agree, on the
evidence before the Board, that an interim
fare increase is justified at this time. My
remarks are neither intended, nor to be con-
strued, as a disposition or tendency toward
disposition of issues in docket B8008. My
opinion in that case will be based on the
evidence there adduced.

INTRODUCTION

In the 6-percent case, decided last fall, this
Board determined that the reported depres-
sion in then current airline earnings was not
indicative of long-term trends. We found,
accordingly, that traffic and cost conditions
did not justify an “emergency” fare increase 7
prior to complete evaluation or airline fare
levels in docket 8008. In so holding, we re=-
affirmed the statutory ratemaking standards
to which this Board had alluded in dismiss-
ing its earlier general passenger fare in-
vestigation,® noting particularly the Board’s
earlier statements that “fare levels should
not be shifted to meet each swing of the
pendulum.” ¢

*“s * & ghould earnings fall markedly In
the future the carriers will be expected to
absorb such losses without resort to fare or
mail rate adjustments unless it can be
demonstrated that such earnings are below
the level necessary to provide a fair return
over i reasonably extended period which in-
cludes the good years as well as the bad.” 3

Based on these considerations, we con-
cluded that—

“We have, therefore, carefully reviewed the
evidence of record and the contentions of
the parties in the light of the ratemaking
standards set forth above and find and con-
clude upon the basis thereof that a fare
increase is not justified.” 1

If we can assume that the Board now holds
the same views on ratemaking, interim or
otherwise, that were expressed in the 6-per=
cent case, we must examine those facts which.
are now avallable to us to determine whether
there have been changes in cost and traffic
conditions which may be properly evaluated
as representing long-term trends.

In the absence of evidence, in the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act sense,® and on the

SH. R. 7125, a bill to that effect, has been
offered in this sesslon of Congress.

7 Ibid., p. 40.

8 Order No. E-7376, May 14, 1953.

® Ibid., p. 6.

10 Ibid., p. 10.

1 Six-percent case, supra, p. 9.

= gection T (c) of the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act requires that administrative
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basis of information which has been gath-
ered as the result of the “continuing surveil=
lance"” ¥ of fare levels which has been main-
tained by this Board, I see no change in
traffic growth, unit costs, or other transpor=-
tation condition which justifies a fare in-
crease at this time.

TRAFFIC TRENDS AND RELATED MATTERS

The majority's evaluation of the trunk-
lines’ long-term economic trends appear
greatly influenced by what it perceives to
be a distinet downturn in rate of traffic
growth, coupled with a concurrent decline in
general business conditions,

‘While I don't know the full extent to which
the majority’s forecast has been influenced
by the current general business recession, I
will readily agree that generally airline traffic
and profit behavior are affected by national
economic patterns. Unquestionably, for ex-
ample, the decline in general corporate prof-
its which commenced in 1956 * roughly par-
allels the history of this industry over the
same period, as the majority’s return-on-
investment table’® discloses at a glance.
Certainly, too, the general economic decline
in 1867's fourth quarter is reflected in the
reduced fourth quarter earnings of the air
transport industry. But while in the broad
sense the patterns are related, at least one
highly significant dissimilarity between air
transport and general economic trends is
evident here, viz: standard economic in-
dices * reflect a regularly increasing decline
in the general economy, while airline traffic
has increased, although at an irregular rate.

For this reason, as well as for others here-
inafter discussed, I cannot accept the ma-
Jority's analysis of recent traffic develop-
ments as representing a consistent down-
turn in trafic growth. The information
available to this Board, at the time of is-
suance of its order denying reconsideration
in the 6 percent case,)” showed & decline in
percentage of traffic growth for September
and October over growth in the same months
for 1966. From an increase of 17.0 percent
for August, percentages of growth declined
to 10.4 percent for September, and 7.2 per-
cent for October. Since the issuance of our
order, however, and prior to the formulation
of the majority's tentative decision heres
we observed a slight increase in percentage
of trafic growth to 8.1 percent for November,
as compared with October’s 7.2 percent
growth, and, on the basls of preliminary

orders be supported by and in accordance
with “rellable probative and substantial evi-
dence,” standards which have, through Con-
gressional and judicial interpretation, an
explicit and well defined meaning. Obvious-
1y, however, where emergency economic con=
ditions exist, this Board has an affirmative
duty, consistent with due process and statu-
tory requisites, to “fashion the tools" for per=
forming its statutory functions [ef. Cali-
fornia v. United States (320 U. 8. 577, 584
(1943)], and need not employ more exact
but more time-consuming methods of faot-
finding. I joined in directing an informal,
continuing assessment of airline earnings
and consider such an action defensible under
the circumstances stated to exist. I point
out, however, that the quality of information
adduced under such circumstances generally,
and in this particular instance, falls far short
of the statutory standard. The information
must, accordingly, be evaluated In the light
of its obvious infirmities.

¥ CAB press release of August 8, 1957, an-
nouncing the Board's tentative vote in the 6
percent case.

1 Economic Report of the President, Janu-
ary 1958, at p. 26.

15 Majority opinion, p. 5.

1 Federal Reserve Board Index of Indus-
trial Production; railroad freight-car load-
ings.

;’fom“ No. E-12092, January 8, 1958,
3 CAB press release dated January 24, 1858.
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statistics then avallable, a substantial 13.5
percent increase for December 1957 over De-
cember 1956, Thus, while we had observed
a distinct 2-month downward traffic trend
prior to denial of petitions for reconsidera-
tion in the 6 percent case, the later informa-
tion available to us at the time this fare in-
crease was granted by the majority estab-
lished an upward trend in traffic growth for
the last 2 months of 1957, a surprising show=-
ing of resistance to the general economic
trend.

While obviously a pair of 2-month trends
are, by any measure, inconclusive,® the
essence of our enunciated cyclical ratemaking
standards 1s our unwillingness to fix future
fares on such short-term Indicia. As we have
repeatedly Indicated, the long-term averaging
and evaluation of the and valleys in
this relatively volatile industry requires
demonstration, rather than assumption, of
trends.2 No such demonstration was evi-
dent in the 6-percent case. No such demon-
stration is evident here.

Assuming, as does the majority, that the
current recession will be of fairly long dura-
tion, the estimate of the existing challenge
to our economic policles set forth in the
economic report of the President, January
1958, at page 53, is noteworthy:

“There are critical questions here for the
leadership of business and labor, as well as
for government. Business concerns must
reexamine thelir policies and practices. Price
increases that are unwarranted by costs or
that attempt to recapture investment out-
lays too quickly not only lower the purchas-
ing power of the dollar but may be self-
defeating by causing a restriction of markets,
lower output, underutilization of capacity,
and a narrowing of the return on capital in-
vestment.”

The language points up the growth-dis-
couraging factors inherent in price increases
during periods of economic recession. In
terms of air transportation, a carrler's rev-
enue requirements depend upon traffic,
which, in turn, is directly affected by the
level of fares assessed. The relationship be-
tween fares and traffic is obviously increased
in times of increasing consumer price con-
sclousness and the resultant trafiic decreasing
tendencles must be offset, under sound pric-
ing policlies, by trafic-stimulating methods.

At least one carrier has recently recog-
nized the relationship between fares and
traffic growth. The president of National
Alrlines, Inc., in accepting the Board’s Janu-
ary 24, 1958, offer to approve specified fare in-
creases, stated:

*By no stretch of the Imagination can this
increase be consldered a satisfactory solution

¥ Preliminary data furnished by the Air
Transport Association of America on Janu-
ary 13, 1958, indicated a 13.56 percent traffic
increase for December 1057 over December
1966. Regularly reported statistics not avall-
able until February 14, 1958, showed a 15
percent increase for December. It may well
be argued that a portion of the increase is
illusory, in terms of real increase, in view of
the poor prevailing weather in the Northeast
during much of December 1956. When we
add to this factor, however, the exceptionally
poor weather for Florida-bound tourists in
December 1957, it is clear that December's
increase is, under any standard, substantial.

# Analysis of 1955, 1056, and 1957 Septem-
ber through December traffic in terms of ab-
solute traffic volume rather than percentage
of growth establishes that a declining trafiic
volume for the months September, October,
and November, and a volume increase for
December are normal. While the September,
October, and November declines in traffic
volume were greater in 1957 than in the 2
preceding years, so also was December’s in-
crease,

# Original general passenger fare investl-
gation (supra) at p. 10; 6-percent case
(supra), p. 8.
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to the problems which the airlines face today.
The ailrlines meed more traffic in order to
produce more revenue. An increase in fares,
at a tlme when industry load factors are
declining, is contrary to good business
judgment.”

Contrasting another method of increasing
carrier revenues, he indlcated that unlike
the fare increase, the alternative method
would not price air transportation out of any
part of the existing market.

These concepts appear to have been more
widely shared in the recent past. On
August 10, 1953, the statement of Mr. J. D.
Durand, secretary and asslstant general
counsel, Air Transport Assoclation of Amer-
ica, before the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, reveals that:

“The most powerful stimulus to the en-
largement of the airline fleet would be a con-
tinuing increase in the volume of air traffic.
The earnings which such an increase would
create would, likewise, greatly help the air-
lines in financing the purchase of the equip-
ment necessary to keep the fleet a modern
one. Repeal of the 15-percent tax with the
resulting 15-percent reduction in the price
of alr transportation, would help tremen-
dously in generating the volume of traffic
which the Industry needs If it 1s to meet the
defense requirements set for it.” =

If further evidence of the relationship be-
tween fare levels and trafic volume were
needed, we need only look to “What We Need
is a Good Three-Cent Airline,” an article by
American Airlines’ C. R. Smith, published in
the October 20, 1945 issue of the Saturday
Evening Post. There, the author quoted
many practical, qualified commentators on
the future of alr transportation as agreeing
that—

“First, we need an airline fleet so big that
it constitutes an adequate reserve for na-
tlonal air power. Thousands of alrliners, not
hundreds. Second, fares must be cut down
to the pocketbook level of the average citi-
gen. Volume business will result.”

Today, far more than in 1953 or in 1945,
the effect of prices on trafic is a critical
question facing the Board and the industry.
Not only is today's rate of equipment addi-
tion far outstripping actual or anticipated
rates of traffic growth, but the greatly acceler-
ated growth of capacity which will com-
mence with dellvery of turbine-powered
transports will swell the problem to crisis
proportions, This 1s the second and major
aspect of the phase-over to jet aircraft, the
aspect which has been given 1little public
scrutiny.

The first or jet problem may be great.
The second problem, that of filling the huge
number of present and anticipated addi-
tional seats, 1s greater.

Clearly, as indicated earller herein, the
segment of the general public which must
be converted to alr transportation is the
same segment which is most sensitive to

2 The alternative proposal was elimination
of the 10-percent passenger transportation
tax. It is noteworthy that in speaking in
support of an amendment to H. R. 7126 (a
bill to make technical changes in the Fed-
eral excise-tax laws and for other purposes),
Senator SmaTrzrs, Florida, stated (CoNGRES-
810NAL REcorp, Feb. 24, 1958, p. 2675) :

“The repeal of the 10-percent excise tax on
passenger travel would also give widespread
relief to the depressed economy. Enacted as
a war emergency tax to discourage travel,
this punitive tax continues to do just that at
& time when it should be our policy to pro-
mote travel and economic recovery. The
tax works hardships on many different groups
who can ill afford to pay an extra premium
for necessary transportation, it increases
business costs, and it puts another economic
handicap upon our essential public carriers.”

* Bureau Counsel Exhibit, BRC-190, Docket
8008.
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price increases. The price sensitivity of any
group, however, 1s magnified during periods
of general economic recession such as these,
This general sensitivity is readily evident in
the traffic results for the late 1957 period
evaluated by the majority.

Examining these data, we find that the
percentage of total traffic increase for the
domestle trunks from the corresponding
month in the preceding year varled, as here-
inabove noted, from 10.4 percent and 7.2
percent to 8.1 percent respectively, for Sep-
tember, October, and November 1957, while
the ratio of coach to first class growth in-
creased at a rate similar to arithmetic pro-
gression. In September, the 7.1 galn in first-
class revenue passenger miles compared with
a 15-percent Increase in coach travel, a
more than 1-to-2 ratio. October's figures
revealed a 4 percent increase in first class
and a 13.6 percent increase in coach, slightly
over a 1 to 3 ratio. Finally, November's 3.8
percent first class lmprovement was offset
by a 16.2 percent increase in coach, approxi-
mately a 1-to-4 ratio.

Obviously, no arithmetically progressive
ratio between first class and coach travel
growth can be anticipated over an extended
period. However, this is at least as accu-
rate a measure of fourth quarter trends as
that perceived by the majority. A more
precise rate of decline could have been
spelled out by the majority in the un-
broken rate of decline in first-class traffic
growth in the base period selected. Thus,
during September, October, and November,
domestic trunkline first-class trafiic growth
steadily declined from 7.1 percent, 4.0 per-
cent to 3.8. Most significantly, during
November's continued rate of first-class
traffic growth decline, November's total trafic
growth improved over October’s, due entirely
to the substantial coach growth during the
month.

Traffic results for calendar year 1957 show
an extenslon of the trend to coach travel
over a broad base. In January 1957, domes-
tie trunkline first-class and coach traffic
growth rates were approximately equal, be-
ing 143 percent and 15.5 percent greater,
respectively, than corresponding trafic in
the preceding January. By December 1057,
the first-class coach ratio changed from 1-1
to 1-2, since first class Increased only 10.4
percent compared with a 22.3 percent coach
increase. The disproportionate coach growth
trend in 1957 is even more dramatically
illustrated by traffic results of *“other
trunks" * gince March 1957. In that month,
first class and coach growth bore a 2-1 ratio
to each other. By December 1957, however,
first class and coach traflic grew in a 1-3
ratio, a 6-fold increase in the relationship
of coach to first-class growth.,

These traffic results point clearly to helght-
ened wuser price resistance, More signifi-
cantly, however, they indicate that the re-
sistance may be manifesting itself through
diversion from higher to lower priced air-
line travel, rather than from alr to surface
travel, and this has occurred during periods
when many markets have been offered ap=
parently inadequate levels of coach serv-
ice.® Because of these indications, I deeply
regret the failure of the carriers and the

% Other than American, Eastern, TWA,
and United.

* November 1, 1957 schedules for many
leading markets reveal relatively few day
coach vis-a-vis first-class flights, as illus-
trated by the following examples:

Begment Segment | 13t | Day

rank class |coach

Boston-New York.oemee-- 3 104 15
Detroit-New York......._ . 8 72 14
Cleveland-New York..___ 8 54 6
Buffalo-New York.__ 9 62 0
New York-Pittsburg 10 66 6
Chicago-St. Louis. ... 16 47 2
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maljority to restrict the interim fare adjust-
ments to first-class fare Increases, assuming
that some Increase is required at this time.
It's true that the maintenance of coach
fares in status quo would not in itself
assist In tapping new mass markets unless
the disparity between alr and surface fares
is reduced by surface fare Increases. Such
an action, however, would avoid loss of
existing markets and assist in maintaining
historic rates of trafic growth now, when
continued growth in this category of air
travel is so necessary.

Equally regrettable 1s the failure of the
cariiers or the majority to devise or suggest
methods for reaching heretofore untapped
markets. The mutual passenger and car-
rier benefits to be derived therefrom are
clear; attractive pricing to the public means
more passengers and more revenue for the
carrier.

COST INCREASES

This industry, it is true, as any other, has
been required to pay ever-mounting costs, in
labor and equipment, since 1938. As in any
other industry, however, it is the cost of
producing the salable unit which determines
its price. In spite of regularly increasing
labor and equipment costs, air transporta-
tion’s unit cost norm, the available ton-mile,
has declined since 1838, due to Iincreased
volume and the improved efficiency of equip-
ment and labor.*

Appendix B to the majority opinion indi-
cates, however, that during the year ended
November 30, 1957, the average available ton-
mile costs of the 12 trunklines rose to 26.71
cents as compared with 26.36 cents per
available ton-mile for the year ended June
80, 1957. While a simple recital of these
ayerages appears to indicate that the long
trend toward lower unit costs has now been
reversed, the apparent increase stands up
poorly on examination, The same appendix
indicates that the available ton-mile costs of
8 of the 12 carriers were lower in the year
ended November 30 than they had been for
the year ended June 30. While 3 of the re-
maining 4 carriers suffered relatively insig-
nificant increases, Eastern shows a tre-
mendous increase in the later period, an in-
crease of 1.66 cents per available ton-mile.
It is, of course, difficult, prior to the full
scrutiny of docket 8008, to isolate the causes
of Eastern’s reported cost increases. It is
highly unlikely, however, that the general
economic factors which affect air transporta-
tion costs would single out Eastern to the
relative exclusion of all other trunklines.
Sound analysis requires, therefore, that
Eastern’s costs be ellminated from the
trunkline average for these purposes. Hav-
ing done so, we find that the average avail-
able ton-mile costs of the 11 trunklines
actually declined from 2748 cents for the
year ended June 30, 1857, to 27456 cents for
the year ended November 30, 1957, a con-
tinuance of the general, though occasionally
fluctuating, trend which has been evident
since 1938. Thus, ironically enocugh, only
by including the costs of a carrier which re-
ported a 10.2 percent return on investment
for the year ended November 30, 1957, may
we conclude that there has been any general
industry increase in avallable ton-mile costs
since the close of the record in the 6-per-
cent case. Certainly if fares had been based
on Eastern’s operating results over the years,
fares would now be lower, not higher, than
the January 24, 1958 level.

# Declining unit cost trends are not con-
fined to the air transportation industry.
See, for example, Regulation of Public Utili-
ties in New York State annual report for the
year 1956, at p. 7: “While there have been
minor rate adjustments, upward or down-
ward, for electric service during the year,
the vast majority of residential consumers in
the State were paying less per kilowatt-hour
in 1956 than they pald in 1940.”
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Even if we look at long-term forecasts, a
matter which will be considered in docket
B008, no rising cost trend can be established
at this time. Significantly, those carriers
which have submitted 5 year available ton-
mile cost forecasts project a slight increase
for 1858 and a declining cost pattern there-
after. While obviously we cannot now
reach a judgment on the probable accuracy
of these forecasts, the predictions clearly
run counter to the assumption of future
cost increases made by the majority.

RATE OF RETURN

The foregoing discussion has been pre-
mised on the assumption that the majority
decision here follows, in every respect, the
rationale adopted in the @ percent case and
in the earlier General Passenger Fare In-
vestigation.*

This assumption is unwarranted. A dif-
ferent and higher rate of return standard
than that employed in the 6 percent case
has been used by the majority. In that
case, we declined to depart from the his-
torical 8 percent return standard, stating
that “the record in this proceeding would
not support the use of any other rate of
return." =

Our factual knowledge of the matter has
not been improved since that time. We do
not have, as yet, an adequate basis for de-
termining the amount of return on invest-
ment required to stimulate the desirable
degree of investor confidence. Our “con-
tinuing surveillance” has failed to produce
sufficient evidence of the compatibility of
anticipated aircraft acquisitions with real-
istlc trafic forecasts, particularly as affected
by proposed fare Increases. In short, in
these and other respects, we had no more
rate of return evidence before us on the
date of our decision here than we had in
the 6 percent cace.

It is true that bureau counsel has intro-
duced in evidence (exhibit BC-120), in
docket 8008, a document entitled, "A report
on a fair and reasonable rate of return for
domestic trunkline carrlers,” on the basis
of which the Bureau, in that proceeding,
advocates rates of return of 8.9 percent and
9.45 percent for the Big Four and the re-
maining trunkline carriers respectively.
This, however, is hardly the record sup-
port considered necessary in the 6 percent
case. It must be recognized, too, that the
exhibit was prepared at the height of the
tight money market. Indisputably, the ac-
tions recently taken and planned by the
Federal Reserve Board for the purpose of
liberalizing credit have had an effect on this
exhibit as it relates to today's cost of capi-
tal. I cannot assume that these prelimi-
nary indleations permit making any defini-
tive downward adjustment to this capital
cost study. The inabllity to make defini-
tive adjustments at this time, however, in
no way derogates from the fact that the
exhibit i1s necessarily outmoded. We can-
not, therefore, rely on the exhibit for these
interim purposes.

Another reason for applying the standards
of the 6 percent case exists as well. Prior
to any real examination of the question, the
majority has, in practical effect, forever pre-
cluded a return to the historical 8 percent
standard, having now accepted the 9.45 per-
cent and 8.9 percent standards as minimums,
As a practical matter, additional rate of re-
turn adjustments, if any, will necessarily
take an upward turn. In my view, we have
no basls whatsoever on which to prejudge
the later and full examination of the prob-
lem which must be made at the conclusion
of the fare Investigation currently in
progress.

Assuming for the moment, however, that
the Board properly applied a higher rate-of-
return standard in advance of a genuine

# Order No. E-7376, May 14, 19563.
= § percent case, p. 15.
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analysis of the question, the application has
been heavy-handed here.

The additional revenues which would
have accrued ® during the 12-month period
ended November 30, 1957, had the 6.6 per-
cent increase been in effect during that
period, would have produced unadjusted
rates of return of 11 percent and 9.3 percent
for the Big Four and other eight trunks re=-
spectively. Bearing In mind the Board's
cyclical ratemaking standards and recogniz-
ing this period of relatively depressed earn-
ings as a point on the lower half of the
cycle, the particular effects of the hypotheti-
cal 1957 increase bears examination. In the
Big Four, for example, Eastern would have
earned 15.7 percent on Its reported invest-
ment, American, a respectable 12.1 percent,
and United, 10.2 percent, all well above the
standard set here by the majority for the
good years as well as for the bad.

But as the majority notes, these are un-
adjusted figures. Application of those ad-
Justments which reflect existing Board rate
policy, that is, eliminating equipment de-
posit funds from the investment base and
reflecting depreciation on the basis of a
T-year life and a 15 percent residual value,
produces substantlally different results.
Thus, Eastern's 15.7 percent return becomes
21.6 percent, American’s 12.1 percent he-
comes 18 percent, and United's 10.2 percent
is converted to 12 percent. These, judged
by the results of earlier years, are substan-
tial returns and appear entirely incompat-
ible with the “too-little-and-too-late” state-
ments attributed to industry spokesmen

In any event, both the reported and the
adjusted returns are inconsistent with re-
ported intended requests for further interim
fare increases.®

The majority has softened the effect of
the unadjusted 11 percent and 9.3 percent
rates of return, hereinbefore discussed, by
forecasting an unspecified reduction in these
rates of return for 1958. A reduction, it is
said, is indicated by the marked downturn
in trafic growth in the latter part of 1857,
the general business decline, and the recent
increase in available ton-mile costs#

These factors have been analyzed earlier
in this opinion and are rejected for the
reasons previously given. It is Ironie, how-
ever, that the foreseen marked downturn
in traflic growth may yet occur because of
the retarding effects of this fare increase.

LOAD FACTORS

It is evident from the foregolng (a) that
1957 domestlc trunkline trafic increased 13.2
percent over 1956 traffic, a greater rate of
increase than that recorded in 1956 over the
previous year (12.5 percent) or for the year
ended June 30, 1957 (12.6 percent), and
(b) that unit costs show a recent decrease
when we eliminate the atypical and pres-
ently inexplicable rise in available ton-mile
costs of Eastern, the trunkline with the
second highest rate of return for 1957. It is
abundantly clear, then, that continued un-
abated excesses of capacity growth over traf-
fic growth are almost solely responsible for
the carriers’ declining earnings.®

® Assuming no traffic decline because ol
the fare increase.

® See New York Journal of Commerce,
Pebruary 10, 1958, indicating that “The air-
lines claim the 6.6 percent * * * is ‘too
little and too late."”

# The same article referred to In the foot-
note next above reports Eastern’s intention
to seek a further interim increase prior to
the conclusion of docket 8008.

= An anticipated increase in the carriers’
investment base for 1958 was mentioned as
an additional factor in the majority's fore-
cast,

= The problem is graphically illustrated by
the following comparison of traflc growth
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Here, however, as In Its treatment of the
rate-of-return problem, the majority has
taken a position sharply different from that
expressed In the 6 percent case, where we
stated at pages 82 and 33:

“The carriers argue that * * * all sched-
ules should be recognized for ratemaking

purposes. The carriers’ contention would
lead to frustration of rate regulation.”
[In percent]
Growth over pre-
ceding year Reported
average
Period rate of
Revenue | Available] return
passenger| seat
miles miles
1955 .................. 18 17 11.6
.................... 12.5 12.4 0.4
Ymr ended June 30,
7L DA . 12.6 16.8 8.0
Calendar 1957__ .| 13.2 18 157

1 Year ended Nov. 30, 1957. The excellent December
1957 traffic results are not included.

Despite finger-wagging admonishment, the
majority, unlike in the 6 percent case opin-
ion,* has necessarily reached a different con-
clusion, since it has granted a fare
increase to provide an unadjusted 10.5 per-
cent rate of return on all of the carriers’
capacity. Its disclaimer of ability to consider
load factor problems at this time,™ then, is
as surprising as it is unimpressive, for this
is the crux of the problem.

In justification for basing fares on actual
capacity, it has been argued that load factor
problems are best considered in a full hear-
ing. While I accept the statement as in-
disputably true in normal circumstances,
here the majority has decided all the issues
before the board without hearing. Having
informally resolved in favor of the trunklines
and agalnst the interest of the traveling
public, those issues which appear, to the
majority, to support a fare increase, it is
indefensible to refuse to consider informally
the capacity problem, for this is the pivotal
issue In the case, the issue which most
strongly militates against a fare increase at
this time.

If, as the majority suggests, Interim fares
are to reflect actual capacity, then the car-

versus capacity growth during the period
evaluated by the majority for rate of return

urposes.

% In the 6 percent case, in noting the ef-
fect of new competition, we stated at page
30:

“In our judgment such circumstances do
not justify a fare increase. We have never
considered experimentation with schedules
for a reasonable period of time to be un-
economical or inefficient management; on
the other hand, the adverse effect (that)
such experimentation may have on a car-
rier's earnings does not support a fare in-
crease. It 1s a temporary condition which
‘Wwe have every confidence a carrier will over-
come under honest, economical and efficient
management, once it has sufficlent informa-
tlon avallable to determine the needs of the
market in light of the new competition.”

See also language at p. 31 when we in-
dicated:

“We wish to make it clear that manage-
ment has the obligation to tailor schedules to
the need of the market once sufficient experi-
ence has been gained to determine the need.
It has been and continues to be the board’s
vlew that load factors are controllable by
management to a large degree, particularly
in an expanding market.”

# The Board indicates, at p. 13, that it
would not be inclined to grant another in-
crease without examining the load factor
problem. No justification is given for the
total Inconsistency in approach between this
and future proceedings.
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riers, who alone control capaclty levels, are
the sole arbiters of fare levels. Further ca-
pacity increases prior to the conclusion of
docket 8008, under these circumstances, will
automatically call for another upward fare
adjustment. But it is the Board, not the
carriers, which is statutorily charged with
judging the reasonableness of fare levels
upon such criteria, inter alla, as:

*“{1) The effect of such rates upon the
movement of traffic;

*“(2) The need in the public interest of
adequate and efliclent transportation of per-
sons and property by air carriers at the
lowest cost consistent with the furnishing
of such service.” *

Clearly these standards are at odds with
the ratemaking theories adopted by the ma-
Jority.

It is noteworthy that the carriers, in doec-
ket 8008, forecast approximately balancing
percentages of trafic and capaclty growth
for the year 19568. While I doubt that the
forecast will be achieved in the manner
stated,” the fact that the carriers forecast
a balanced trafic-capacity growth is en-
couraging to the extent that it may reflect
increased carrler concern over the capacity
problem.

I conclude that the same excess capacity,
considered by the Board in the 6 percent
case to be “controllable * * * to a large
degree,” ® has continued unabated in the
latter half of 1957. The condition has been
almost solely responsible for the decline in
earnings experienced since the close of the
record in the G-percent case. Bince excesses
of capaclty growth did not Justify a fare
increase in the 6-percent case, they are en-
titled to no greater weight here.

EUMMARY

My evaluation of the information available
on January 24, 1958 leads me to the inevi-
table concluslon that traffic results and
avallable ton-mile cost trends since the
close of the record in the 6-percent case
establish no basis for an interim fare in-
crease. Excluding Eastern's atyplcal unit
cost increases, available ton-mile costs for
the trunkline have declined. Traffic, after
an exceptionally successful July and August,
decreased at a sharply reduced rate in Sep-
tember and October. ‘Traffic recovered
elightly in November, however, and substan-
tlally in December to record a greater total
traflic increase for calendar 1857 than for
the preceding year. Load factors and re-
ported return on investment declined in the
latter half of the year as a direct result of
continued increases in available capacity at
rates greatly in excess of actual or antici-
pated trafic growth.

It is clear, therefore, that an erroneous
evaluation of cost and traffic trends, as well as
departures from the Board's previous interim
ratemaking standards, have led to grant of
this fare increase. In contrast to the stand-
ards of the 6 percent case and in the face of
less evidence than was held inadequate in
that proceeding, the majority now: (1) Ac-
cepts actual capaeity for ratemaking pur-
poses; (2) permits higher than an 8 percent
return on investment prior to completion of
any real examination of the cost-of-capital
problem; (3) evaluates return on investment
solely by reported results; and (4) bases fare
adjustments on results of the poorer years
without effectively considering results of

prior more successful years.

= Section 1002 (e) Clvil Aeronautics Act
of 1938, as amended.

3 The 1858 projected traffic growth if
achieved will exceed trafic growth achieved
in 1957, 1966, and 1954. The relationship
to prior recent results, the absence of sug-
gested traffic-stimulating methods, and the
probable effects of this fare increase cast
doubt on the accuracy of the trafic forecast.,

# Note 32, supra.
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Stated another way, the majority has re-
solved all doubts in favor of the carriers and
against the individual passenger. Had this
been our approach last summer, the 6 percent
case would necessarily have reached a differ-
ent result.

I am most concerned about the future ef-
fect of this action, for the greatest increases
in airline capacity are yet to come. The od-
verse effect which this and possible future
interim fare increases will have on today’s
passengers, as well as the vast majority of
Americans who have never flown, may be dis-
astrous. The tendency to price all categories
of air transportation out of reach of a sig=-
nificant segment of the general public may
signal a reversal of the recent diversion from
surface to air travel and may constitute the
first step toward a return to Federal subsidy.

I repeat my earlier statement that these
remarks are not to be construed as a tendency
to prejudge issues in docket 8008 or else-
where. I remain completely openminded
and receptive to problems and proposed rem-
edies that may appear in that docket and
thereafter., I cannot, at this time, however,
for reasons hereinabove stated, approve the
interim fare increase offered by my col-
leagues.

G. JosEPH MINETTI.

Mr. SPARKMAN, I thank the Sena-
tor from Tennessee for his graciousness.

RETIREMENT OF HOWARD HOP-
KINS, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF FOR-~
EST SERVICE

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on June
30, Mr. Howard Hopkins, Assistant Chief
of the Forest Service, Department of
Agriculture, will retire from the Federal
Government, Mr, Hopkins is closing a
career of more than 35 years of unselfish
public service, 35 years devoted to the
development and conservation of our
Nation’s forests, soil, and waters.

Howard Hopkins’ career has been as
colorful and fruitful as it has been long.
In 1923 he started with the Forest Serv-
ice as a forest assistant in Colorado.
Then he became a forest supervisor in
Minnesota, an assistant regional forester
in the Eastern United States, and then
an associate regional forester in Califor-
nia. For several years he was very active
in the cooperative programs of the De-
partment of Agriculture with State and
private forestry organizations and other
groups, working to expand fire protec-
tion and to bring other good forestry
measures to State and private lands.
During World War II, Mr. Hopkins was
in charge of the timber production for
war project. His leadership helped to
make it possible for our boys to get the
lumber and paper and other forest prod-
ucts they needed to win the war. He
helped keep the axes and saws going and
the mills operating here at home.

Since 1947, Mr. Hopkins has been As-
sistant Chief of the Forest Service. In
this position he has directed programs
set up by the Weeks law and other acts
of Congress to consolidate the national
forests through purchase and exchange
of lands, so that they will better serve the
people of the United States.

Through these Congressional programs
with which he has been associated, the
national forests have assumed greater
and grealer economic and spiritual im-
portance. Watershed protection has
been increased. Tree planting and tim-
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ber production have been stepped up.
More lands have been made available
to the public for hunting, fishing, camp-
ing, and other recreation. It has been
demonstrated that scientific forest man-
agement on a large scale is practical.
The success and value of modern forestry
practices in building and maintaining
prosperous pulp and paper, lumber, and
other forest industries has been con-
vineingly demonstrated. There is proof
of this in the great forest producing
areas of the South and in many other
parts of the Nation. The national for-
ests have played an important part in
bringing this about.

As a member of the National Forest
Reservation Commission, which passes
upon national forest land purchase and
exchange programs, I have had the
pleasure of working closely with Howard
Hopkins for many years. The work of
developing, consolidating, and adjusting
the national forests so that they will
contribute the greatest amount of public
benefit is a challenging one. Mr. Hop-
kins has carried out this work with
splendid competence, rare imagination,
the highest integrity, and a resolute ded-
ication to the public good. In my hum-
ble opinion, the national forests are bet-
ter public properties, and the American
people have a finer heritage, because of
Howard Hopkins' career of public serv-
ice. I know that my colleagues on the
National Forest Reservation Commission
join me in openly expressing to him our
appreciation of the fine work in forest
conservation that he has done. He rep-
resents the very highest in official serv-
ice and the very finest in integrity.

Young men in the Forest Service
have told me they have patterned and
planned their official service and pro-
fessional careers along the lines followed
by this fine gentleman, Mr. Hopkins.

I have in my office a small gavel made
from a limb of a very old pine tree, a
tree said to be the oldest living thing in
the world and estimated to be 4,600 years
of age. I have told Mr. Hopkins that the
good which will come from his work in
the national forests will live longer than
that tree has already lived.

I am glad to pay him this tribute as
he retires, and to wish him the many
satisfactions which he so well deserves.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. Iyield.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I join with the
Senator from Mississippi in paying the
very highest tribute to the life and ex-
traordinary public service of this out-
standing man. He has had the great
vision, ability, and energy to follow
through and get things done in a most
important field of our American life,

STATEHOOD FOR ALASEKA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for the
admission of the State of Alaska into the
Union.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thought
it might be particularly appropriate, as
a Senator from the State of New York,
if I were to say a few words about Alas-
kan statehood, inasmuch as I gather
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from statements made during the course
of the debate in the Senate that, inas-
much as Alaska is small in terms of
population, New York, which has a large
population, might have some reluctance
in seeing Alaska admitted to full equality
in terms of representation in this august
body.

Mr. President, as one of the Senators
from the State of New York, I feel that
an historic opportunity is presented to
the Senate to vote statehood for Alaska—
the first State to be admitted which is
ceparated from continental United
States. The vital interests of our coun=-
try—economic and social, as well as na-
tional defense-interests—require that
this be done.

I am especially concerned by the im-
plications to our foreign policy of the
admission of Alaska to the Union. It
will picture for the people of the rest of
the world the enlarged horizon of the
people of the United States when they
are willing to admit to statehood an
area which is separated from continen-
tal United States by 515 miles by land
and 750 miles by sea; and the admission
of Alaska to statehood will show that
every American has deep in his heart an
all-pervasive commitment for the de-
fense and security of every part of our
country. The admission of Alaska to
statehood, thus removing it from the
experimental or interim stage of Terri-
torial status, will represent to the rest
of the world the indissoluble bond be-
tween the people of Alaska and those of
the present 48 States. The admission of
Alaska to statehood will serve notice on
the Soviet Union that the people of the
United States have unlimited faith in
their own strength and purpose, and
that they unhesitatingly commit their
country’s policy to statehood for an area
which is only 55 miles across the Bering
Straits from the land mass of the Soviet
Union.

Mr. President, as statehood for Alaska
is an historic event, it is also an historic
opportunity in connection with the for-
eign policy of the United States. The
implications of the admission of Alaska
and the ultimate admission of Hawali to
statehood will be clear to all the world
as being a part of our solemn covenant
under the United Nations Charter, our
fidelity to our responsibilities under the
network of treaties in the Pacific, Asia,
and Australia, and New Zealand, and our
determination that there shall be no suc-
cessful aggression in the world or no sur-
render of free peoples to force or sub-
version.

The admission of Alaska was a plank
in the platform on which I ran for the
office of Senator of the United States. I
believed in that platform then, and I
intend to honor it now.

Mr. President, during the debate on
yesterday, one distinguished Senator
noted the fact that Alaska, with only
220,000 people, will have the same rep-
resentation which the State of New York
has with a population—as stated during
the debate on yesterday—of more than
15 million. As a matter of fact, New
York has a population of more than 16
million. Certainly that is a strange
argument to come from Senators who
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for so long have zealously defenced
equal sovereignty and Senate power on
t.:le part of each State, regardless of
size,

As a Senator from New York, I would
welcome the addition of the two Sena-
tors from Alaska; and I believe that rep-
resents an enormous body of opinion in
my State, because I consider it to be in
the national interest. Each new State
inereases by so much the power and the
effectiveness of the United States.
Therefore, it increases by its proportion
of the whole the power and effectiveness
of any State. Inasmuch as my State is
the largest in the Union, population-
wise, I feel that it will obtain the great-
est benefit from the admission of
Alaska.

Senators serve in this body to repre-
sent their States and the Nation—a
composite of all we consider best in our
society. Senators do not serve here to
represent any personal power or in-
fluence. We, as Senators, are as strong
as the United States, not as the indi-
viduals who make up the Senate for the
time being. Vital as it is—and it is
vital—to have able, dedicated Senators,
such Senators can come from Alaska as
well as from New York; and all our his-
tory shows that to be so.

Mr. President, even today there are
a number of States with a population
of less than half a million. For exam-
ple, Nevada, which is the 6th largest
State in terms of land area, ranks 48th
in population. In 1956, Nevada had a
population of approximately 270,000, or
only slichtly more than the population
of Alaska. ¥Yet no Member of the Szn-
ate has risen to complain of the repre-
sentation in the Senate from the less
populated States.

Alaska is an incorporated Territory
which derives its organization from the
act of 1912. Together with Hawaii,
Alaska is 1 of the 2 remaining incorpo-
rated Territories which have not achieved
statehood. Alaska occupies a position
similar to that occupied by the Terri-
tories of Oklahoma Arizona, and New
Mexico prior to their admission to the
Union.

Under the Organic Act of Alaska, the
Governor is appointed by the President;
and although Alaska has elected repre-
sentatives for local government, certain
legislative power, normally incident to
State government, is reserved to the
United States Congress.

Finally, Mr. President, Alaska has no
elected representative in either House of
Congress, although a nonvoting Delegate
is elected. Not only are the residents of
Alaska deprived of the right to vote for
Congressional representation, but they
also niave no voice in the election of the
President of the United States. Fur-
thermore, they are judged by Federal
judges, not State-elected judges; and
they are hampered from the internal de-
velopment of their area to the full which
would come from having adeguate public
lands under local control. In addition,
the people of Alaska lack the encourage-
ment, the morale, and the enthusiasm for
their area which statehood would bring.

Mr. President, I think that is the most
important argument of all. Americans
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are fond of the great play, Oklahoma,
which was developed in New York. Why
is Oklahoma a great play? It is because
it pictorializes in drama the emotion, the
excitement, the enthusiasm, and the en-
couragement which come to the indi-
vidual citizen when the area in which he
lives finally becomes a State, thus giving
him new and enlarged opportunity and
substantial status as a citizen in his own
right.

I hope and pray that the Senate is
about to push the button which really
will unlock and release the majesty and
enthusiasm of the whole population of
Alaska by enabling them to become full-
fledged citizens of the United States.
When we grant them statehood, they
will really go places.

So it is that, in this connection, I like
to think of the show Oklahoma, because
that show, in our day, has pictured for
us how the people of the Territory of
Oklahoma felt when they obtained
statehood.

Mr, President, realistically we must
acknowledge that the amendments
which will be offered to the bill and the
technical objections which have been
raised to it, will, if adopted or if they
are sustained, have the effect of endan-
gering any chance for the enactment of
such legislation at this session.

I intend to vote against all amend-
ments which really would have the ef-
fect of killing the bill.

For more than 40 years the Congress
has been debating the proposal for
statehood for Alaska. Alaska has been
a part of the United States for 88 years.
No other Territory has had to wait for
so long a period of time before being ad-
mitted into the Union.

So, Mr. President, I hope to have the
historic privilege of being a part of the
vote in this body which will admit Alaska
to statehood now; and I hazard the
guess that it will be one of the most ex-
citing things that has happened to this
country in a very, very long time.

Mr. President——

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York.

MITCHEL AIR FORCE BASE—
RESOLUTION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for inclusion in the
Recorp of a resolution from the United
Veterans Organization with relation to
the operation of the Mitchel Air Force
Base in Nassau County, N. Y.

There being no objection, the resolu-
fion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

JUNE 1, 1858,

Whereas the United Veterans Organization
of Nassau County, N. ¥,, which Is comprised
of 10 member-county veteran organizations,
namely (1) United Spanish War Veterans;
(2) Veterans of Foreign Wars; (3) American
Legion; (4) Disabled American Veterans;
(6) Jewish War Veterans; (6) Catholic War
Veterans; (7) Marine Corps League; (8) Na-
tional Guard Veterans; (9) Reserve Officers
Association of the United States; (10) Ma-
-sonic War Veterans; and

‘Whereas the United Veterans Organiza-
tion of Nassau County has watched with in-
creasing alarm the current one-sided pub-
licity campalgn and efforts of those who
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clalm to speak for the majority In seeklng
the moving of Mitchel Alr Force Base; and

Whereas it is believed the majority of all
concerned are not in favor of moving Mitchel
Air Force Base. The United Veterans Or-
ganization of Nassau County has polled its
member organizations to ascertain the feel-
ing of their collective membership; and

Whereas the desire of the United Veterans
Organization and its member organizations is
100 percent in favor of the retention of
Mitchel Alr Force Base at its present loca-
tion; and

Whereas the need for Mitchel Air Force
Base as a vital component of our national
defense, its need for the training of the
Reserve Alr Force units, its need for the
operation and malntenance of its communi-
cations system covering the eastern seaboard,
its need as the most important Air Force Base
in the New York metropolitan area, its con-
tribution to the economic welfare of Nassau
County with its employment of 5,000 mili-
tary and 1,800 civilian employees, with its
£30 million annual payroll, its contribution
of approximately 500,000 in Federal ald to
local schools, and its $10 million in local pur-
chases and contracts, and its contribution
to the training of Civil Air Patrol units and
the open door policy of conducting exhibi-
tions and educational programs for Boy
Scouts, Girl Scouts, and the general public:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the United Veterans Organ-
ization of Nassau County, do hereby unani-
mously resolve to go on record as being defl-
nitely opposed to the moving of Mitchel Air
Force Base from its present location, and
directs that a copy of this resolution be for-
warded to the Secretary of the Alr Force in
order that those who have the authority for
the decision as to the removal or retention
of the base will have the benefit of the think-
ing of the United Veterans Organization of
Nassau County, and its member organiza-
tions whose combined individual member-
ship of veterans is approximately 24,000 rep-
resenting 135 veterans posts.

GEeorce L, RoM1G,
President, United Veterans Organi-
zation of Nassau County, N. Y.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASEA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for the
admission of the State of Alaska into
the Union.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
been a cosponsor in the last 4 Congresses
of legislation providing for the admission
of Alaska into the Union. Of course,
I am delighted that the Senate now has
the opportunity to end this long contro-
versy within the next few days by favor-
able action on the pending measure,
which has already passed the House of
Representatives.

I do not desire to take the time of the
Senate to make a lengthy statement,
but I do want to make a few brief re-
marks and to insert in the REcorp edi-
torials from various Florida newspapers
indicating what, in my opinion, is the
attitude of the majority of the people
of my State on the subject of statehood
for Alaska.

Four of my eight colleagues from
Florida in the House of Representatives
took polls in their Distriets on the ques-
tion of statehood for Alaska., In one of
the Districts the poll favored statehood
by a margin of a little better than 3 to 2.
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In another of the Districts polled, 67.8
percent of those replying to the ques-
tionnaire favored statehood. A third
showed 69 percent in favor of statehood,
and in the fourth and last District polled,
89 percent favored statehood for Alaska.

In 2 of the remaining 4 Congressional
Districts of Florida, one of which in-
cludes Jacksonville and the other Miami,
the Representatives from such Districts
voted in favor of statehood for Alaska,
indicating that they felt, as I feel, that
their people favored such action, al-
though they had not polled them on the
question.

Mr. President; as stated above, a fur-
ther indication of the attitude of the
people of Florida on this matter is to he
found in editorials from various repre-
sentative newspapers in the State. I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point in my remarks
several editorials bearing on this ques-
tion, and I shall quote briefly from some
of these editorials as I offer them for
the REcORD.

The first editorial, entitled “Alaska
Statehood Long Overdue,” appeared in
the Miami Daily News of May 31, 1958,
and I quote two sentences from it which
go to the very heart of the problem now
before us:

Now that the House has once again passed
the Alaska statehood bill, the Senate should
lose no time in doing likewise. * * *

Certainly, the Americans who live In the
Territory are entitled to be more than the

second-class citizens they have been without
statehood.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire editorial be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ArasgA StarEEOo0D LONG OVERDUE

Now that the House has once again
passed the Alaska statehood bill, the Senate
should lose no time in dolng likewise,

Both Republican and Democratic Parties
have repeatedly endorsed statehood for both
Alaska and Hawall in their platforms.
Members of Congress who have been elected
on those platforms are morally committed
to carry them out. Unfortunately, how-
ever, the Congressional membership hasn't
felt under such obligation in the past,

Elght years ago an Alaska statehood bill
passed the House, but died in the Senate,
In 1954 the Senate passed a joint Alaska-
Hawail statehood bill, but the House failed
to act upon it.

The cases for both Alaska and Hawall are
equally good, but the chances of passage in
separate bills appear better. A Senate move
to include Hawail would probably kill the
measure for this year,

If the Alaska bill weathers the Senate,
our northern Territory will become the 49th
Btate and the first since 1912 to be added
to the Union. Arizona was the last to be
admitted.

The Alaska bill passed the House with a
vote of 208 to 166.

Of the 81 Democrats who voted against
the measure, most were from the South.
Our own Dante Fascenr, however, was among
those voting for statehood.

In anticlpation of being admitted to the
TUnlon, Alaska has already chosen two “Sen-
ators” and a “Representative.” Presumably
they will have to be elected again if the bill
is passed by the Senate.
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Certainly the Americans who live In the
Territory are entitled to be more than the
second-class citizens they have been without
statehood. And if Alaska makes it, the
chance for Hawall will be brighter. Instead
of 49 stars the flag may some day have 50.

Mr, HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
second editorial appeared in the Miami
Beach Sun of June 5, 1958, and is en-
titled “History and Alaska.” The last
paragraph of this editorial reads as
follows:

Above all, Alaska is people. Some can
remember the roaring Klondike days. Many
are imbued with the ploneering spirit that
opened up vast reaches of the United States.
There are more than 200,000 Alaskans now,
double the number before the war. State-
hood may boost the population tremendous-
ly. More important, statehood will give
Alaskans both the responsibilities and the
rights and privileges of full citizenship.

I ask unanimous consent that the
entire editorial be printed in the RECORD
at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

HISTORY AND ALASEA

Two June days 120 years apart may turn
out to have rather special import in the
year 1958. The first was June 14, 1777, when
the Continental Congress adopted a United
States flag bearing stripes and stars. The
second was June 16, 1897, when news of a
fabulous strike in Alaska precipitated the
famous gold rush.

These dates are mentioned together be-
cause, if the Senate approves a bill already
passed by the House, Alaska will become the
49th State in the Union. That constellation
which began with 13 stars and grew to 48
during the next 135 years may soon have
to be expanded again. If this happens, it
will be a victory for the good democratic
concept that all citizens should be fairly
represented in their Government.

There is much more to Alaska than gold
and fisheries and numbing winters. For one
thing, Alaska is a vast territory, bigger than
Texas, Montana, and Callfornia combined.
For another, Alaska has great hydroelectric
power potential, big forest areas, and fertile
land that produces good crops in the warmer
southern areas.

Above all, Alaska is people. Some can
remember the roaring Klondike days. Many
are imbued with the pioneering spirit that
opened up vast reaches of the United States.
There are more than 200,000 Alaskans now,
double the number before the war. State-
hood may boost the population tremendous-
ly. More important, statehood will give
Alaskans both the responsibilities and the
rights and privileges of full citizenship.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
third editorial, entitled “More Than
Simple Justice,” is from the Daytona
Beach Journal of May 29, 1958, and I
quote briefly from that editorial:

If we do not demonstrate we fully appre-
ciate the desires of our Alaskan Americans
for political equality and local self-govern-
ment, how can we expect colonial peoples of
many races and creeds to believe we really
sympathize with their longing for inde-
pendence? *= * * A

It is worth remembering that no other
nation in human history has expanded its
territory as the United States has without
creating a colonial empire. This has hap-
pened because the citizens of the American
Union always have been willing to accord to
the people in the new territories the same
rights and privileges the first American citi-
zens demanded for themselves.
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We can't keep Alaska and Hawall knock-
ing unsuccessfully at our door forever, and
still remain the America which has spanned
a continent with unbreakable bonds of free-
dom and brotherhood.

I ask that excerpts from that editorial
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

More THAN SIMPLE JUSTICE

The bill to grant statehood to Alaska sur-
mounted its first big hurdle yesterday when
it was approved by the House of Represent-
atives by a vote of 208 to 166.

It now goes to the Senate where its fate
will depend on the strength of an opposi-
tion coalition of Republicans and southern
Democrats.

‘This coalition tried to kill the bill in the
House but failed. Whether it will succeed
in the Senate, only time will tell. But more
is at stake in the passage of- an Alaskan
statehood bill than simple justice to the
people of the Alaskan Territory.

A major strength of the United States in
the modern world is our traditional antip-
athy for colonialism. We have the reputa-
tion among the colonial peoples of the
world of treating the people of dependent
territories fairly. We grant them freedom
as independent nations or we grant them
freedom as full partners in the American
union.

However, the vigorous efforts of many
Congressmen to block passage of Alaskan
statehood bills inevitably tends to be re-
garded in many parts of the world as evi-
dence that Americans really do not support
official United States professions of opposi=-
tion to all forms of colonialism.

What else can the colonial peoples think
if we refuse year after year to grant full
citizenship to other Americans who live in
our Alaskan Territory? If we do not demon-
strate we fully appreciate the desires of our
Alaskan Americans for political equality and
local self-government, how can we expect
colonial peoples of many races and creeds to
believe we really sympathize with their long-
ing for independence?

The real reasons Congress has been so re-
luctant to pass Alaskan statehood bills prob-
ably are not known to the colonial and
former colonial peoples inclined to believe
the worst of western nations that possess
large dependent territories.

Perhaps we are fortunate that these rea-
sons are not too widely known. They are
no prettier than the reasons the colonial
peoples might imagine.

The otsensible reasons given in the open-
ing House debate last week are without
much merit. Opponents attacked the Alas-
kan statehood bill on the grounds Its land-
grant provisions would constitute a give-
away of natural resources belonging to all
the people of the United States. But these
statehood opponents are not the Members
of Congress who usually fight against give-
aways of national resources. Among them
are many of the Congressmen who voted to
give a few States the valuable offshore oil
deposits that belonged to all of the people.

Most of the Congressmen who usually
fight to protect national resources are
among the supporters of the Alaskan state-
hood bill. They contend—and quite rea-
sonably it would seem—that Alaska should
get title to sizable amounts of Federal land
in the territory in order to strengthen the
new State financlally in its early years.

The argument that Alaska is not contigu-
ous to the existing Union has been made
obsolete by modern transportation and com=-
munications. The argument that 2 Alaskan
Benators would dilute the Senate repre-
sentation of the more populous States would
have prevented the addition of any States
to the original 13,
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The basic reasons for the Republican-
Southern Democratic coalition’s opposition
to the admission of Alaska as a State are
grounded in partisan and racial prejudice.

Most of the Republican opposition is due
to the fact that Alaska is an overwhelmingly
Democratic Territory. If it becomes a State
it will send two Democratic Senators to
Washington.

For this reason, Republicans have been re-
luctant to approve Alaskan statehood with-
out tying it to statehood for traditionally
Republican Hawaii. Yet, in recent years,
Republican politicians have been having
second thoughts even about Hawaii. The
reason: The Democrats have been making
striking gains in Hawaii.

. L] - - L

Hawall, with a population of more than a
half million, has more people than several
existing States and several times as many
people as Alaska,

On the basis of population alone, Hawaili
is entitled to statehood at least as much as
Alaska. But several attempts to grant them
statehood together have failed. The combi-
bination of those who oppose one or the
other is too great.

Therefore, the best hope for both seems
to lie in separate statehood bills, with
Alaska paving the way for its more populous
sister Territory. Statehood for Alaska would
overcome any feeling that the number 48 is
more sacred as far as the number of Ameri-
can States is concerned than the original
number 13, The existence of a 49th State
would make the addition of the 50th State
even easler. But more than this, the admis-
sion of Alaska as a member of the American
Union would announce to the world that the
United States is not standing still, that it
still is a vital political community capable
of expanding its political sphere without
perpetuating colonialism and second class
citizenship.

It is worth remembering that no other na-
tion in human history has expanded its ter-
ritory as the United States has without cre-
ating a colonial empire. This has happened
because the citizens of the American Union
always have been willing to accord to the
people in the new territories the same rights
and privileges the first American citizens
demanded for themselves.

We can't keep Alaska and Hawail knock-
ing unsuccessfully at our door forever, and
still remain the America which has spanned
a continent with unbreakable bonds of
freedom and brotherhood.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
fourth is an editorial from the Pensa-
cola Journal—at the other end of our
State—of June 2, 1958, entitled “Alaska
Moves Nearer Statehood,” the last par-
agraph of which reads as follows:

Both Territories, however, have progressed
far enough to merit admission and both
would be valuable additions because of their
st.mtegic locations.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire editorial be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ArAasgA Moves NEARER STATEHOOD

Admission of Alaska as the 49th State
came closer to accomplishment last week
when the House of Representatives twice de-
feated a move to send the bill back to com=-
mittee and passed it by 208 to 166. This
sent it to the Senate where it faces strong
opposition from southern Senators.

Both Democratic and Republican platform
pledges call for admission of Alaska and Ha-
wall, but 81 Democrats and 85 Republicans
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voted against the bill in the House. Presi-
dent Eisenhower has indicated he will ap=
prove the single Alaska bill with the hope
that a bill for Hawall will be enacted later.

Southerners fear admission of the new
States will enable Republicans, or rather
desegregationists, to upset the balance of
power in Congress. The situation, since the
Supreme Court ruling, is somewhat akin to
the Congressional batile over free and slave
State admission prior to the Civil War,

Both Territories, however, have progressed
far enough to merit admission and both
would be valuable additions because of their
strategic locations.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
fifth editorial is entitled “Statehood for
Alaska,” which appeared in the Ocala
Sunday Star-Banner, June 1, 1958. I
quote from it the following:

The reasons set out In the Democratic
platform for admitting the two Territories
to the Union are more compelling now than
they were in 1956. Alaska will be the first
point of attack should Russia precipitate
another war. That area is vital In our
defense system, and by being given the
rank and dignity of statehood, Alaska will
be able to make even a greater contribution
to our first line of defense.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire editorial be printed in the REcorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
REcorDp, as follows:

STATEHOOD FOR ALASKA

The lower House of Congress, in a surpris-
ing reversal of form, has passed a bill to
admit Alaska to statehood. The vote for
passage of the bill was 208 to 166. Voting
for the bill were 117 Democrats and 91 Re-
publicans. Against it were 81 Democrats and
85 Republicans.

Prior to the vote on passage of the bill,
the House had defeated on a volce vote the
decision by which it had previously voted
tentatively to kill the bill.

Preceding action of the House on the bill
President Eisenhower told his news confer-
ence he believed Congress should carry out
the platform pledges of both parties by
voting statehood for both Alaska and Hawail.

What did the parties say in their plat-
- forms adopted in 1968 about statehood for
Alaska and Hawaii? The Republicans briefly
sald:

*“We pledge immediate statehood for Alaska,
recognizing the fact that adequate provision
for defense requirements must be met. We
pledge immediate statehood for Hawail.”

But the Democrats went into more detail
in pledging themselves to grant statehood to
the two Territories. Here is the platform
pledge:

“We condemn the Republican administra-
tion for its utter disregard of the rights of
statehood of both Alaska and Hawail. These
Territories have contributed greatly to our
national economic and cultural life and are
vital to our defense. They are part of Amer-
ica and should be recognized as such. We of
the Democratic Party, therefore, pledge im-
mediate statehood for these two Territories.
We commend these Territories for the action
they have taken in the adoption of constitu-
tlons which will become effective forthwith
when they are admitted into the Union.”

The reasons set out in the Democratic plat-
form for admitting the two Territories to the
Union are more compelling now than they
were in 19058. Alaska will be the first point
of attack should Russla precipitate another
war. That area is vital in our defense sys-
tem, and by being given the rank and dignity
-of statehood, Alaska will be able to make even
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a greater contribution to our first line of
defense.

Reluctance of some Democrats to admit
Alaska stems from the fact that Alaska might
elect Republicans to the United States Sen-
ate and thus upset the delicate balance of
Democratic control there. But that situa-
tion could be cured if Hawaii, which prob-
ably would elect Democratic Senators, 1s also
admitted to the Union,

It may well be that the Senate, when it
takes up the House Alaska statehood bill,
will also bring to a vote the bill to admit
Hawall to statehood, which has been on the
Senate calendar since last June, In that
event, the political scales, possibly, could
be held in balance in the Sznate so far as
the parties are concerned.

Mr. HOLLAND. The sixth editorial is
entitled “Let the People’s Will Be Done,”
from the St. Petersburg Times of May 30,
1958. I quote briefly from the editorial:

Year after year every public opinion poll
taken since World War II has shown a huge
majority of the people in favor of Alaska's
being admitted to the Union.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in part, Mr. President.
There being no objection, the excerpt
from the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
Ler THE PEOPLE'S WiLL BE DoNE

After an alarming reversal Tuesday, when
a third of the House was absent, the bill for
Alaskan statehood again has been passed to
the Senate for approval.

If there were a time when Congress knew
what the overwhelming public sentiment
wanted, it is in regard to this measure.

Year after year every public opinion poll
taken since World War II has shown a huge
majority of the people In favor of Alaska's
being admitted to the Union.

Both parties in their 1056 platforms pledged
immediate statehood for both Alaska and
Hawaii—the Democrats repeating pledges of
1948 and 1953.

Congress, therefore, has been speaking for
nobody but Congress when it has continued
to deny admission of the two new States.

Now it 1s up to the Senate.

Let no one be decelved by any speclous
excuses made by any BSenator who votes
against this measure. The people’s desire
is plain, Let the Senate act accordingly.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the
seventh and last editorial is entitled
Progress Toward Statehood, from the
Tampa Tribune of May 24, 1958, and I
invite attention to the last paragraph
of that editorial which reads as follows:

No new arguments are necessary to justify
Alaskan statehood. On grounds of prepara-
tion, population, and ability to manage its
own affairs, Alaska fully qualifies. Admis-
slon of Alaska to the Union would result in
no lasting partisan gain to either party,
but a successful joint effort would rebound
greatly to the credit of both partles.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire editorial be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ProcrEss TOWARD STATEHOOD

Beventy-three percent of the persons ques-
tloned in a recent Gallup poll favored im-
mediate statehood for Alaska. A pledge of
statehood is in the political platforms of
both parties. BSecretary of the Interior
Seaton has spoken earnestly in behalf of
statehood. Once agaln President Eisenhower
has asked prompt approval of a measure now
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before Congress. Here is a clear instance
in which Congress has lagged far behind
public opinion,

There is a real hope, however, that the
lag will be remedied in this session of Con-

The first big boost came Wednesday when,
by a 217-172 margin, House Members voted
to bypass their own Rules Committee and
bring the statehood bill directly to the
floor. Now, thanks to the support of
Speaker Sam Rayburn and other leaders,
there is expectation that the House will
approve the measure in a falr vote, which
may come next week possibly on Wednesday.

If assurance of Senate GOP Leader WiL-
LiaM Enowranp and other powerful volces
in both parties can be believed, there is
similar ground for confidence that the Sen-
ate also will have an opportunity to vote and
that a majority will approve the bill.

The principal danger is the attempt to tie
the Hawall statehood bill to the Alaska
measure. Supporters of statehood for both
Territories should realize there is more con-
troversy over Hawail and that a move to
make the one bill contingent upon the
other would only play into the hands of
those who want to defeat both.

No new arguments are necessary to justify
Alaskan statehood. On grounds of prepa-
ration, population, and ability to manage its
own affairs, Alaska fully qualifies. Admis-
slon of Alaska to the Union would result in
no lasting partisan gain to elther party, but
a successful joint effort would redound
greatly to the credit of both parties.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, in
brief remarks of my own, without re-
iterating the historical reasons—which
have been given fully and which al-
ready appear in the ReEcorp—and the
reasons based upon law, I desire to state
a few of the reasons why I so strongly
favor granting Alaska’s long-time re-
quest for statehood and making Alaska
the 49th State in this wonderful Union
of States.

The first point I make is that Alaska
badly needs statehood. Alaska has no
public lands of her own, but the state=
hood bill provides that Alaska shall be
given an abundant area of public lands,
to be selected through joint approval
of her governing bodies and proper offi-
cials of the United States Government.
This is no new procedure. In the case
of my own State of Florida, 1 section
out of every 36 was given to the State
in the beginning for public-school pur-
poses, and many additional sections were
given for other purposes. Later, under
the Swamp and Overflow Lands Act,
the State of Florida received a very
large part of its area by way of a grant
from the Federal Government. Some
of that land has turned out to be some
of our richest and most productive land.

Mr. President, that has been the pro-
cedure with respect to every State ad-
mitted to the Union. The Nation has
realized that a part of the stock in
trade of a new State is public lands
which it can use to attract people and
attract investors.

In addition to these grants of public
lands, Mr. President, only by the adop-
tion of a constitution of its own as its
fundamental law, and by providing a
permanent, stable government which
will either appeal or not appeal—hav-
ing examined the constitution of Alaska,
I am prepared to say it will appeal
greatly—to people to go there and to
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capital to be invested there, can an area
of this kind extend a permanent invita-
tion to new settlers and new investors.

In addition to the constitution, of
course, by the constant enactment of
new State laws—as was true in the case
of my State—which afford particular
and special inducements to people to
cast their lot with the State, a great ac-
complishment can result. Alaska can
do as other States have done.

In my opinion, Alaska will speedily
create for itself a climate of law favor-
able to the attraction of many people
and of much new industry and new in-
vestment.

Mr, President, entirely aside from the
fact that Alaska needs statehood, I think
the Nation very badly needs Alaska to
have statehood. Every bit of the
quickened development of Alaska, which
I have already mentioned and which will
surely follow the grant of statehood, as
was the case when every other State was
admitted to the Union, will operate to
the enrichment and strengthening of
our whole nation, and will represent a
real, added asset to the Nation as a
whole.

We of course must and will defend
Alaska, regardless of whether it is a
Territory or a State, in the event such
a calamity as a great war should again
be visited upon the world. I make the
point—and it is undoubtedly valid—that
a developed State of Alaska with the
resources there available, with more
people available, and more homes to be
defended by more men to defend them,
can aid much more powerfully her own
immediate defense and her own perma-
nent defense than can Alaska as a
Territory. So it is to the interest of
the Wation to bring about this quickened
development, which will enrich Alaska
and also enrich and strengthen the
Nation against any test to which it may
be subjected.

Mr. President, in the second place let
me say that the development of the na-
tional wealth and strength will be very
greatly increased because of the natural
resources which are in Alaska. Already
the record is replete with true stories
of those resources. Having been to
Alaska myself and having checked some
of the wealth of that great area, I be-
lieve, from personal knowledge, that the
development of the great mineral re-
sources of Alaska will add to the wealth
and strength of the Nation. The devel-
opment and use of the tremendous tim-
ber resources will also add to the wealth
and strength of our Nation.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND, I yield to the Sena-
tor from Idaho.

Mr. CHURCH. I recall that a year
and a half ago when I first became a
Member of the Senate, in the opening
week of the session the representatives
from Alaska who had been elected in
accordance with the so-called Tennes-
see plan came to Washington. It was
the distinguished Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp]l who stood up on the
floor of the Senate and graciously intro-
duced to the Senate the representatives
the Alaskan people had hopefully sent
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to Washington to work in behalf of the
cause of statehood. Those representa-
tives were seated in the diplomatic gal-
lery. It was on that day I first learned
of the interest and the leadership the
distinguished Senator from Florida had
shown for years past, and the great con-
tribution he had made, in furthering the
cause of statehood for Alaska.

I take this opportunity, on the occa-
sion of the excellent address the Senator
from Florida is now making, to com-
mend the Senator for his leadership,
and to tell him I take great pride in as-
sociating myself with his efforts on be-
half of the cause of Alaskan statehood.

Mr. President, I wonder if the Sena-
tor from Florida will permit me to offer
at this point in his address a memoran-
dum which I have received from the De-
partment of the Interior, which is di-
rected to the very subject on which the
Senator is now elaborating, namely, the
capacity of Alaska to support statehood.

We have heard in the course of this
debate many exaggerated statements
about how statehood would impose an
impossible burden upon the undeveloped
economy of Alaska, If one were to listen
uncritically to such statements, one
might be led to coneclude that statehood
would drive the Alaskan economy into
insolvency and bring ruin upon the
people there.

I think this memorandum effectively
gives a rebuttal to that argument, in
that it shows precisely what the addi-
tional costs for statehood would be, and
what the additional income to the
newly formed State government would
be, by virtue of the provisions contained
in the pending bill.

The total figures show that the in-
crease in the cost to the people of Alaska
by virtue of assuming the responsibilities
of State government would be $6,350,000,
over and above the costs which are now
assumed under the Territorial govern-
ment.

On the other hand, the information
contained in the memorandum shows
that, by virtue of the provisions of the
proposed legislation, the newly formed
State of Alaska would derive an addi-
tional $5 million in revenue, meaning
that the net addition in cost to the people
of Alaska, brought about by statehood,
would be only $1,350,000. I think this
brings the entire subject into its proper
perspective.

With the indulgence and permission
of the Senator from Florida, I ask unan-
imous consent that the memorandum
from the Department of the Interior be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

Mr. HOLLAND. I gladly accept the
inclusion of that memorandum, which
I think will add very greatly to the facts
shown in the RECORD.

I take this occasion to express my very
great gratitude to the Senator from
Idaho for his gracious remarks concern-
ing me. I want him to know that my
feeling in favor of statehood for Alaska
developed following a visit there and
seeing for myself not only the resources,
but the people, whom I shall mention in
a moment.

I was convinced that, while Alaska
needs statehood, our Nation needs Alaska
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as a State even more. I shall continue
to take that position, and I hope that
before many hours or days we shall all
know that statehood is coming to Alaska
in the near future.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the memorandum referred to
by the Senator from Idaho will be printed
in the RECORD.

The memorandum is as follows:

POPULATION

The official Bureau of the Census estimate
for Alaska July 1, 1956, was 206,000, Our
current estimate of population for Alaska is
220,000. Of the 220,000, approximately 50,000
are military.

ALASEKAN INCOME

In 1957, the gross product from Alaska's
natural resources was approximately $161,-
846,000. This was an increase of 18 percent
over fiscal year 1956. Of this 10567 income,
approximately $92.9 million was derived from
fisheries; $34.3 million from timber; $24.6
million from minerals; and $1.5 million from
the fur industry, exclusively of the Pribilof
fur seal production. The Pribilof production
amounted to $5.2 million,

FEDERAL TAXATION
Alaskans pald about $65 million in Fed-
eral taxes last year, of which 45 million was
paid by Alaskan residents. The balance was
derived from nonresidents doing business in
Alaska.

GENERAL REVENUE PER CAPITA IN ALASKA
Alaska general revenue was higher than 39
of the existing States in 1957. This per capita

revenue compares with other States as fol-
lows:

Alahama, Lo - - $115.9
Alaska___ 161. 6
Arkansas _— 106. 0
Idaho s e 134.3
Kansas 4~ 115.3
Misstsslppl e 110. 8
W On e s e 140.0
WYOmIER . s e e 224.0
Nebraska.___. 90.8
I 112. 9

ALASKA HAS NO OUTSTANDING DEBT

Alaska had the only government in the 48
States, Hawall, Puerto Rico, and Alaska,
which had no outstanding debt at the close
of fiscal year 1957.

COSTS OF STATEHOOD

Alaska already supports many of the func-
tions needed for a State government. The
Federal Government, under the Organie Act,
retained jurisdiction over the administration
of justice, the Governor’'s office, and partially
supported the leglslature and other miscel-
laneous functions of government. Alaska
now has 58 different departments, boards,
commissions, and other governmental agen-
cles supported by Territorial appropriations.
In the main, the cost of statehood therefore
will be the cost to Alaska of assuming the
governmental functions now performed by
the Federal Government.

This cost will be about $6,850,000. The
breakdown is: $280,000 for executive and
legislative expenses; £1,800,000 for increased
costs for the administration of justice;
$2,750,000 for commercial and sports fisheries
and wildlife; and $1,500,000 for increased
highway costs. Offset against this increased
cost is approximately $5 million in new rev-
enues available to Alaska. The net cost of
statehood should be about $1,350,000.

Alaska’s growing oll and gas lease income
should offset this cost. In addition, this
analysis assumes that the State will imme-
diately take jurisdiction over fish and wild-
life. Under the present bill, it would not do
so and, therefore, the $2,750,000 assumed ad-
ditlonal cost would not be required.
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BUMMARY OF STATEHOOD COSTS—EXECUTIVE AND LEGISLATIVE

Reduction in Federal costs

The present amount of $120,000 is annually
appropriated for the salaries and office ex-
penses of the Governor, secretary of Alaska,
and staff, as well as for the maintenance of
the Governor’s house., This amount, a Fed-
eral appropriation, will reduce the Federal
expenditures by $120,000 per year.

Federal appropriation of $48,000 1s made
biennially for pay of legislators. Amounts to
reduction of Federal expenditures of $24,000
pa';'otal Federal expenditures reduction
amounts to $144,000 per year.

Additional expenditures for State

No basis for estimating any substantial
difference in expenditure. However, will
amount to an added expense to the State per
year, $180,000.

State will have to assume pay for legisla-
tors. Cost will undoubtedly increase due to
State constitution providing for a larger
membership. Also, rates of compensation
undoubtedly would increase. However, Terri-
tory now carries all costs for employees,
printing, incidental expenses and compensa-
tlon for extraordinary sessions. Estimated,
$100,000; total, $280,000,

Administration of Justice

Judiciary: Estimated present cost 1s $385,~
000 per annum for 4 Federal judges and
staffs. At least 1 Federal judge would remain,
but estimated reduction in Federal expendi-
tures would be $235,000 per year.

United States attorneys and United States
marshals: Four United States attorneys and
four United States marshals undoubtedly
would be reduced from present allocation of
$650,000 per year. Continuing expenses
necessary to cover regular Federal jurisdic-
tion but reduction in expenditures estimated
to be $450,000 per annum.

Penal institutions: Operations of United
Btates Bureau of Prisons in all of Alaska for
both Federal and normal “state” functions at
present. Estimated present cost is $600,000
per year. Transfer of State’s portion should
result in a reduction in Federal expenditures
of $400,000 per year.

Total Federal reductions per year amounts
to $1,085,000.

Judiciary: Estimated cost of salarles of
judges and basic court expenses, based on sys-
tem outlined in State constitution, $650,000.

Prosecutors and law-enforcement officers
in State system: Territory has borne in-
creasing proportion of basic law enforce-
ment costs recently and now has a well-
established State police organization. How-
ever, estimated cost for prosecutors, offices
and staffs, etc., per annum expected to be
$450,000.

Penal institutions: Estimated cost of
necessary penal system plus debt-service on
the new courthouses and jails. Yearly,
$700,000.

Total estimated annual increase, $1,800,000.

Miscellaneous

Commercial fisheries: From a total esti-
mate of 3,060,000 per year, approximately
$1,850,000 would be needed by the State to
cover the expense of management and in-
vestigation. Balance, or $1,200,000 would re-

main as part of a continuing Federal pro- .
gram activity as elsewhere in the Nation,

Annual reduction in Federal expenditures
would be $1,850,000.

‘Wildlife and sport fisherles: From a total
estimate of Federal appropriations in the
amount of $1 million per annum, $500,000
would be needed by the State to cover the
expense of administering the Alaska game
law. Balance, or $500,000 per year, would
remain as a part of the continuing Federal
programs—such as wildlife refuge predator
control, cooperative research, etc. Annual
reduction in Federal expenditures would be
$500,000.

Total Federal reductions per year for all
fish and wildlife amounts to $2,350,000.

Highway department: Highway function is
now performed by Bureau of Public Roads,
United States Department of Commerce,
with allocatlon of Federal grant funds
matched by 10 percent Territorial funds.
Assumption is, no change in Federal road
ald program as applied to Alaska.

Total reduction in Federal expenditures
will be $3,579,000 yearly.

Commercial fisherles: This estimated
amount, for management and investigation
of commercial fisheries annually, would he
in addition to what the Territory is now
spending. Estimated yearly, $2 million.

Wildlife and sport fisherles: Basle expendl-
ture for protection and management of
wildlife resources, Estimated per year,
$750,000.

Total estimated annual increase for all
fish and wildlife, $2,750,000.

Highway department; Territory would take
over operating function. Additional costs
estimated for administration by State high-
way department and for construction and
maintenance of local roads not included in
program. Estimated additlonal costs per
annum, $1,500,000.

Total increase In cost of State government,
estimated, yearly, $6,350,000.

New Revenues Available to Alaska
Oil and gas leases (90 percent

to the State) . $3, 000, 000
Pribilof’s income (70 percent to

the State) 1, 000, 000
Miscellaneous (fines, fees, forfei-
tures, and 5 percent of proceeds

from sales of public lands) ——.. 500, 000

Sports fishing licenses - o eecaun 260, 000
Forest receipts (from new Sitka

operation) 250, 000
Total new revenue avall-

able 5, 000, 000

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to my friend
the Senator from Washington,

Mr., JACKSON. I should like to asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of my
colleague from Idaho.

The distinguished senior Senator from
Florida has been most helpful in con-
nection with the Alaska statehood prob-
lem. He has not hesitated to offer his
very able assistance in connection with
this important bill. I commend him for
his objective attitude throughout all the
discussion on statehood. As chairman
of the Territories Subcommittee, I
want the Senate and the country to
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know that I appreciate very much that
kind of objective attitude,

I should like to point out one further
consideration in connection with the fi-
nancial ability of the proposed new
State to take care of its responsibilities.
Just 11 months ago we witnessed the
first oil strike of any substance in Alas-
ka. A little more than a year ago about
5 million acres were under lease, or ap-
plications were pending with respect
thereto. The most recent check, in May,
showed 32 million acres covered by oil
leases or lease applications.

The program involves all the major
oil companies and numerous independ-
ent oil companies. We have been ad-
vised in the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs, where some of the legis-
lation on this subject is handled, that
the signs are most hopeful for a tre-
mendous oil development in the area
which will become a State.

I add that one point because it will
have a tremendous impact on the ability
of the new State to provide the essential
resources to support itself. This is a
factor not indicated in the Secretary’s
analysis of the ability of the proposed
new State to do the job.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin-
guished Senator for his contribution of
additional facts; also for his more than
generous comments concerning the Sen-
ator from Florida.

I was commenting on the assets and
resources of Alaska. I believe I men-
tioned the minerals and the timber. I
wish to mention also the agricultural
possibilities—many of them in the very
same places in which oil development is
now taking place, the Kenai Peninsula—
and the fisheries, which are without
parallel anywhere else in the Nation.

Above everything else, there is the
great attraction for tourists and visitors,
an attraction which cannot be equaled,
in the summertime, anywhere else in
the length and breadth of American soil.

I come from a State which during the
past year entertained nearly 8 million
guests. We are proud of every one of
them. We hope that we made their stay
worth while by adopting the proper style
of hospitality toward them. In Alaska
there are values which will beckon to
hundreds of thousands of tourists at the
beginning, and millions as soon as ac-
commodations and facilities can be
created. ]

The snowcapped mountains, the
rapidly flowing streams, cold as ice and
teeming with fish, the moose, bear, and
all the other wonderful game animals
and birds which are found there, the
wealth of life of every kind, and the ter-
rain itself, which beggars description,
will bring people there literally by the
hundreds of thousands.

In company with the new senior Sen-
ator-elect from Alaska, former Governor
Gruening, I visited one of the many
glaciers in Alaska. We stood on the
west side. The sun had just come up
in the east. The front face of the
glacier of solid ice, was about 500 feet
high. It was one of the most beautiful
sights I have ever seen, from the stand-
point of color. The snow on the top did
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not keep the sun from filtering through.
Every color imaginable was present, and
in addition, there was the purplish-dark
blue of the ice itself, which was as hard
as rock by reason of the centuries of
compression to which it had been
subjected.

Mr. President, I lack the words prop-
erly to describe the beauties of Alaska;
but all those within the sound of my
voice will live to see the time when peo-
ple who have always loved to go to Nor-
way, Sweden, Finland, and Switzerland
for the beauties they see there will find
even greater beauty closer at hand, in
the area of Alaska. I predict that for
yvears Alaska’s greatest business may
well be tourists.

I must hurry to my conclusion. The
third point I wish to make is that I
think we owe it to ourselves to create
the State of Alaska, and thereby serve
our own Nation, because of the people
who are there.

They are pioneer people. They are
people of the type who conquered the
Great Plains of the West, from which
came the distinguished Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CarLson], who once served
as Governor of his State. They are peo-
ple of the type who went with Lewis
and Clark to the area so ably served by
the distinguished Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. Jacksonl, who is present.
They are the types of pioneers who have
always supplied so much of the color,
adventure, and romance of our Nation.

A large number of them are now in
Alaska, among the estimated 220,000
people who are there. I hope we shall
never be without pioneer people in this
country. I do not like to think of Amer-
jiea without pioneers moving out to un-
tested places in the hope and belief that
a finer future awaits them there than
that 'which they could carve out for
themselves back home.

We may well be proud of the people
of Alaska. They will create a great
State. They will be of immeasurable
value to our Nation if we only give them
their head.

We need men and women of the type
who are in Alaska, and we need to en-
courage them to remain there and build
a great State.

I hope our Nation may never become
so stymied, so stale, so self-sufficient that
it will not put a premium upon the en-
couragement of pioneers of the rugged,
sturdy, fine, ambitious type who are now
in Alaska. They should be encouraged
to carve out for themselves, their peo-
ple, and their Nation great values where
nature challenges.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

INCREASED ANNUITIES FOR RE-
TIRED GOVERNMENT WORKERS
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, this

affernoon President Eisenhower signed

a bill which will provide increased an-

nuities for thousands of retired eivil

workers. Personally, I am pleased that

the President signed the bill, because

this Congress has already passed legis-

lation increasing the pay of military

personnel, postal workers, and classi-
CIV— 1768
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fied employees. Therefore, with the
signing of the bill this afternoon, Con-
gress and the administration have taken
steps which are timely and needed and
very helpfnl to the many millions of
people who are either presently em-
ployed or have retired.

The bill I introduced, S. 72, during the
last session of Congress, was the basis
of the legislation which the President
signed today. Therefore, I derive some
personal satisfaction from the Presi-
dent’'s action today. I know the in-
creased annuities will be very important
to the thousands of people who have
suffered because of inflation during the
past few years. Those people will be
benefited and will be able to enjoy more
comfort and ease during their reclining
years.

STATEHOOD FOR ALASEKA

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 7999) to provide for
the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
speak tonight, as I join with many of my
colleagues, in support of the passage of
the pending bill (H. R. 7999), providing
for the admission of Alaska into the Un-
ion as a full and equal sovereign State.

The people of Alaska have adopted and
submitted a proposed State constitution,
and have taken the other steps necessary
for admission, as designated by action
of past Congresses. The Alaskan people
want statehood; it is only right that they
should have it.

I have read with considerable interest
and pleasure the report of the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs on S.
49, providing statehood for Alaska. The
same report, of course, applies to the
basic provisions of H. R. 7999. The re-
port outlines the observations of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs. It describes for us the major
provisions of the bill and how they apply
to the situation of Alaska.

I was particularly impressed with the
report in terms of its answers to the argu-
ments which are generally offered in op-
position to statehood for Alaska. The
report answers all those arguments with
meticulous detail and convincingly and
persuasively.

Mr. President, the people of Alaska
want statehood. They have expressed
their desire for statehood again and
again by action they have taken, includ-
ing resolutions which they have adopted,
gn& by referendums which have been

eld.

In reading the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
of May 21, I was pleased to note that as
far away as New York, interest is being
evidenced in the centennial of my own
home State, Minnesota. On that date,
Representative O'Brien, of New York
quoted from a New York Times editorial
written on the ocecasion of the Minne-
sota centennial, substituting the word
“Alaska” for “Minnesota,” because he
felt that the material contained therein
was also relevant to the people of Alaska.

I consider it to be a great honor to
the State of Minnesota, because many
citizens of the Territory of Alaska are

12209

former residents of the State of Minne-
sota. There is a strong community of
interest between our two areas. The
Northwest Airlines, which has its home
base and home offices at Minneapolis
and St. Paul, Minn., provides transpor-
tation from Minnesota to Anchorage,
Alaska, and from Anchorage, Alaska, to
other parts of the Territory, and over-
seas to the Orient.

Mr. President, I should like to read
this same brief excerpt in order that
those of my colleagues in the Senate
who have not heard it may do so now.
I quote from the editorial:

Alaska is people. They represent the
finest part of the pioneer tradition of which
we are 50 proud. They were ready and eager
to face a climate that is sometimes less than
benign, to work a soil that could be made
responsive. They wanted to make a new
world in something of the pattern of the
old one. They brought with them a dignity,
fidelity, and industry that did not brook
compromise.

The editorial then continues in what
I feel is particularly important for the
issue before us now.

I ask Senators to bear in mind that
the editorial originally referred to the
centennial of the State of Minnesota.
As I read it now, the word “Alaska” has
been substituted for the word “Min-
nesota.” It is seen that it is every bit
as pertinent to the facts with respect
to Alaska today as it is with respect to
1858 and Minnesota.

Each one of us may have his own little
part of the country to which he is especially
devoted. There is no reason to be ashamed
of these local prides and loyalties, but there
is reason to be gratified by the splendor of
regions other than our own; and because we
are proud to be Americans, it is good to
know that Alaska and its people may be part
of us.

The editorial could have been written
about any one of the 35 States which
came info the Federal Union since the
adoption of the Constitution and the
Declaration of Independence. Every
State would qualify under the termi-
nology and the expressive language and
the adjectives of praise which are used
in the editorial.

It seems to me that the Alaskan peo=
ple are Americans in the best tradition.
Why, then, should they not be permitted
to be Americans officially? It is un-
fortunate and unjust that they should
feel that they are, in the words of Mr.
C. W. Snedden, publisher of the Fair-
banks News-Miner, “second-class citi-
zens.”

Statehood for Alaska would prove a
positive force in strengthening the Na-
tion as a whole. From the economic
point of view, it is apparent that the
great resources of Alaska have not been
fully developed during the 88 years of
her existence in Territorial status. It is
difficult and costly to finance capital in-
vestments when many investors do not
consider a Territorial government as
stable as that of a State.
~ The committee report on statehood
for Alaska sets forth concrete evidence
of the possibilities of further capital im=-
provements and expansion in Alaska
once it has been granted statehood as
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the 49th State of the Union. In fact,
considerable investment has already
taken place in the Territory of Alaska,
and it is to the credit of the Territorial
government that the Alaskan budget has
been balanced, and that she has shown
fiscal responsibility and has proven her
willingness and ability to meet her obli-
gations as a Territory at all times. As
the report of the committee states, Alas-
ka has established an enviable fiscal po-
sition, and the committee deems it
axiomatic that the financial responsi-
bility will increase once statehood is
granted. It is difficult and costly to fi-
nance capital investments, as I have
said, and many investors do not consider
a Territorial government to be as sound
and stable as that of a State. There-
fore statehood offers greater economic
opportunity.

Moreover, effective policy for further-
ing the economic growth of a rich area
such as Alaska can best be determined
by those who are most cognizant of the
situation there—in other words, the
Alaskans themselves. Their continuous
and effective representation in our leg-
islative bodies would be of great aid in
enlightened planning to utilize Alaska's
resources to their fullest potential, and
in a manner which is fair to both the
Alaskans and the 48 sister States.

Mr. President, once Alaska has repre-
sentation in the Senate with its two Sen-
ators and in the House of Represent-
atives with its Representatives in ac-
cordance with population, then the
needs of Alaska in terms of capital in-
vestment and in terms of public works
and in terms of transportation and com-
merce will be fully protected and, in-
deed, fought for and worked for by the
elective representatives of the new State.

The eagerness of the Alaskans for
statehood indicates, moreover, that they
are ready and willing to assume more of
their financial responsibility now han-
dled by our Federal Government. If, as
seems probable, conferring statehood is
instrumental in stimulating economic
growth, then clearly Alaska’s contribu-
tion to the wealth of our Nation will be
simultaneously increasing. After all,
Mr. President, are we not in some meas-
ure presently exercising “taxation with-
out representation’?

I notice that the chart in the report
of the committee indicates that a sub-
stantial sum of money has been taken
from Alaska without voting representa-
tion in Congress. The amount totals
many millions of dollars. In fact, the
appropriations by Congress for Alaska
have been less than the taxes collected
from Alaska by Congress. Thus Alaska
has been paying her way, and even more.

The objection has been raised that
statehood for Alaska will mean two
Senators for a population of 182,000.
That is a very peculiar argument ever
to be advanced by fellow Americans,
when we consider our history., We should
not have to be reminded that many of
the present States had even smaller
populations at the time of their admis-
sion into the Union.

The great State of Idaho, which is so
brilliantly represented in the Senate in
the movement for statehood for Alaska
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by its junior Senator [Mr. CaurcH], had
a population of only 88,548 at the time of
statehood. ©Ohio, the great Buckeye
State, had a population of only 60,000.
Illinois, that great industrial and agri-
cultural State of the Midwest, had a
population of only 34,620,

As the committee report on page 11
points out:

The population of Alaska is now greater
than was the population of at least 25
States at the time of their admission to the
Union. At the date of admission, Cali=
fornia had 92,000 inhabitants, Oregon about
50,000, Illinois 34,000, Montana about 140,000,
Texas about 200,000, to mention some
Btates that had smaller populations.

The report continues:

Alaska has topped all of the States in per-
centage population growth since 1940. In 17
years the population has nearly tripled. If
history repeats itself the population will in-
crease itself even faster when statehood is
attained.

Yet our Founding Fathers saw fit to
give all States equal representation in
one House of Congress, namely, the Sen-
ate, basing membership in the other
House on population. I am sure that no
Senator would question the importance
of the contributions of our colleagues
from any of the States I have mentioned.
All of those States had smaller popula-
tions at the time of statehood than does
the Territory of Alaska at this particular
day and hour.

Consider, for example, the great State
of Nevada. The proportion of popula-
tion discrepancy between New York
State and Nevada, if not now, at least at
the time of statehood, is not very dif-
ferent from that which would exist be-
tween New York and Alaska.

Another question raised in connection
with statehood is that Alaska is not con-
tiguous to the United States. I believe
that that argument is answered so com-
pletely by the report of the Senate com-
mittee that it has lost any possible per-
suasiveness or any possible logic. The
Senate committee report calls this to
our attention, for example:

Historically, noncontiguity has never been
a requirement nor has it been followed as a
precedent. California was admitted in 1850,
when some 1,600 miles or more of plains and
mountains and wilderness—a wilderness in-
fested by hostile Indians—separated her from
the nearest State of the United States. It is
interesting to note that some of the very
same arguments which were used in the 31st
Congress in 1850 against the admission of
California, and later Oregon, which was con-
tiguous only to California, are being used
against the admission of Alaska.

It does not seem valid to me to utilize
the argument as to whether a State is
contiguous to the mainland of the United
States in this particular period of human
history—yes, in this age when communi-
cations and transportation have so im-
proved that the only remaining horizons
seem to be in outer space. Indeed, in the
early days of the Virginia House of Bur-
gesses, the members had to travel 2 or 3
days simply to get to the sessions. That
was for the meetings of their State legis-
lature. Today the flying time from
Alaska to Washington is less than a day.

As has been pointed out in the debates
in the Senate, the modern means of
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transportation have made Alaska as close
to the other 48 States in the Union as,
indeed, was the city of Baltimore to
Washington, D. C., back in the year 1790.
It is possible to fly from the State of
Washington into the Territory of Alaska
in a few hours. In the earliest days of
this Republic, when communication was
by stagecoach, it took an equal period
of time to travel the few short miles
between Baltimore, Md., and Georgetown
or Alexandria, or even Washington, D. C.

The argument as to contiguity or the
proximity of Alaska to the mainland of
the United States is so ridiculous that it
needs only the comment that we are now
living in the mid-part of the 20th cen-
tury, in the atomic, in the jet, in the
airplane age. It seems rather foolish to
use arguments about Alaska which were
the ones used about California 108 years
ago. Even those arguments were not
persuasive, because California was ad-
mitted into the Union.

Alaska is already an invaluable factor
in our program for national defense.
The Bering Strait, which separates the
mainlands of Alaska and Siberia, is
only 54 miles wide. All nations of the
world may not recognize so clearly as
we do that Alaska is an integral part of
the Nation. Recognition of Alaskan
statehood would be an indisputable evi-
dence of this fact.

The peoples of the free world look to
the United States for leadership, and
they expect it not only in garrulous and
uplifting statements of principle, but
also in the cold fact of practice. The
United States is a bulwark of the
United Nations, dedicated to the prin-
ciple of aiding non-self-governing na-
tions to develop self-government and
heed the political aspirations of their
people.

How do we justify our practice of say-
ing “wait a little longer” to 200,000 peo-
ple who are both eager and qualified for
statehood?

Alaska is qualified under the terms of
the Constitution, and she is qualified
for statehood under the traditional re-
quirements which have been established
throughout our history. As the com-
mittee report states:

The Inhabitants of the proposed new
State are imbued with and are sympathetic
toward the principles of democracy as

exemplified in the American form of gov-
ernment.

That is the first principle for state-
hood. The second is:

A majority of the electorate desire state-
hood.

This we know from the referendum
in the Territory. The third principle is:
The proposed new State has sufficient
population and resources to support State

government and to provide its share of the
cost of the Federal Government,

As to population, the facts have al-
ready demonstrated that the population
of Alaska is far beyond that of some
25 other States at the time they were
admitted into the Union.

As to resources, the resources of
Alaska are veritably unlimited. Alaska
is one of the great treasure houses of
our hemisphere. It is one of the great
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sources of continued strength and riches
for the United States of America.

So there is no doubt about the ability
of Alaska to justify and support State
government—self-government.

We cannot afford the taint of charges
with respect to delay in granting state-
hood to Alaska, because, rest assured,
our enemies will interpret any delay as
a kind of colonialism. Communist tac-
tics will be used in every conceivable
way. The Communists will say we are
imposing our will on weaker peoples.
That argument in itself is not a very
important one, but certainly we should
come with clean hands before the rest
of the world; and today nothing could
be more important to our foreign policy
than a demonstration by us to the rest
of the world that we are willing to in-
clude in the Federal Union the Terri-
tories of the United States—and, in this
instance, the Territory of .Als.ska

Therefore, there is a time when we
must do more than talk about the ideals
we espouse; and that time is now.

So, Mr. President, let us admit Alaska;
and let us welcome our 49th sister State
with both pride and happiness, as we
look forward to her even greater contri-
butions to the Union in the days to
come.

Mr. President, in my opinion, one of
the most brilliant, eloquent, and moving
speeches made in support of statehood
for Alaska was delivered some weeks ago
in the Senate by the junior Senator
from Idaho [Mr. CaEurcrH]. His speech
had packed within it every possible and
g{:gégible argument for Alaskan state-

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
act favorably and overwhelmingly on
House bill 7999, without so much as
touching a semicolon or a comma, be=
cause it is now well known that if the
bill as passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives by so great a majority is
amended in any way by the Senate, it
will be possible for the bill literally to
be locked up in one of the Congressional
committees, thereby denying a great
area, a great Territory, and a great num-
ber of people who are citizens of the
United States the opportunity of first-
class citizenship and the opportunity of
equal protection wunder the laws—
namely, the opportunity of statehood.

Mr. President, two alternatives face
us: First, to pass the bill, and thereby
fulfill a commitment which has been
made in Congress year after year, and
has been made by both political parties.
I understand that considerably more
than 3,500 pages of testimony have
been taken on the question of Alaskan
statehood. I understand that Congress
has been discussing Alaskan statehood
since 1916. Alaskan statehood has been
discussed and discussed and discussed;
and finally the people are going to get
disgusted unless the Congress gets down
to business and permits this Territory to
become a sovereign State.

Mr. President, I consider it a really
exciting moment in my personal life and
in my limited career of public service to
speak in behalf of Alaskan statehood.
In fact, a personal factor is involved,
for my 16-year-old son has repeatedly
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sald to me, this year, that he hopes
Congress will pass a bill making possible
Alaskan statehood. I left him only
Monday morning; and the last thing he
said to me was, “Daddy, don't come
home until you've voted for Alaskan
statehood.” Mr. President, his father
is going to try to fulfill that request and
that admonition.

That may mean that the debate will
be prolonged. But regardless of how
long it takes, regardless of what sacrifice
may be required, statehood for Alaska
is worthy of our attention and of our
best efforts.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 25, 1958, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (8. 1706) to amend the act
entitled “An act to grant additional
powers to the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses,” approved December 20, 1944, as
amended.

RECESS UNTIL 10 A. M.
TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
accordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until tomorow, at 10 o'clock a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o'clock and 4 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, the recess being, under
the order previously entered, until to-
morrow, Thursday, June 26, 1958, at 10
o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate June 25 (legislative day of June
24), 1958:

UnNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

Arthur J. Stanley, Jr., of Eansas, to be
United States district judge for the district of
EKansas, vice Arthur J. Mellott, deceased.

BoArRD OF PAROLE

Eva Bowring, of Nebraska, to be a member
of the Board of Parole for the term expiring
Beptember 30, 1964. She is now serving in
this post under an appointment which
expires September 30, 1958.

PusLic HEALTH SERVICE

The following-named candidates for per=
sonnel action in the Regular Corps of the
Public Health Service subject to gualifica=-
tions therefor as provided by law and regul-
lations:

To be senfor surgeon
Thomas D. Dublin
To be surgeon
Frank R. Freckleton
To be senior assistant surgeon

Norman C. Telles

Subject to qualifications provided by law,
the following-named for permanent appoint-
ment to the grade indicated in the Coast and
Geodetlc Survey:

To be ensigns

Donald B. Clark Richard L. Hess
Jude T. Flynn Donald W. Moncevica
‘William N. Grabler, George M. Poor

effective June 8, Ray M. Sundean
1958
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate June 25 (legislative day of
June 24),1958:

MississiPPI RIVER COMMISSION

Maj. Gen. Gerald E. Galloway, United
States Army, to be a member of the Missis-
sippi River Commission.

CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION

Col. John 8. Harnett, Corps of Engineers,
to be a member of the California Debris Com=-
mission.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 25, 1958

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D. D., offered the following prayer:

Matthew 20: 27: Whosoever will be
chief among you, let him be your
servant.

Eternal God, our Father, we ask in
all humility and sincerity to give us
this day the wisdom and the courage
to discharge faithfully our duties and
responsibilities.

May we be glad and grateful for the
many opportunities we daily have of
serving Thee and our fellow men.

Help us to find our joy in giving our
best to the high vocation of gaining for
all mankind a better way of life.

Grant that in these days of great
national and international problems we
may have men and women of vision and
devotion who serve for the common
good and not for self.

Hear us in the name of our blessed
Lord, who was the servant of all,
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedhigs of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Mc-
Gown, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a concurrent resolution of the
House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 343, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing indignation at the execution of cer-
tain leaders of the recent revolt in Hungary.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1958
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to take from the

Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 11645)

making appropriations for the Depart-

ments of Labor, and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1959, and
for other purposes, with Senate amend-
ments thereto, disagree to the amend-
ments of the Senate and agree to the
conference requested by the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

. the request of the gentleman from Rhode

Island [Mr. FocarTY1? [Affer a pause.]
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